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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overissuances occur when food stamps are provided to ineligible

households or when eligible households receive food stamp
allotments that are greater than the amount allowed under

program regulations. When an agency determines that a household

has received food stamps to which it is not entitled, the state

is mandated by law and regulations to establish a claim against
and to collect the overissuance from that household. Within the

constraints of the law and regulations, states have considerable
discretion in how they operate and administer the claims

collection process. Little systematic information exists,

however, on the policies and procedures adopted by states or on
the states' effectiveness at the collection of claims.

Accordingly, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S.

Department of Agriculture has sponsored research to learn more

about this aspect of the Food Stamp Program. Claims collection

is one of six topics covered in a study of Food Stamp Program
operations, being carried out by Mathematica Policy Research,

Inc., and its subcontractors, Abt Associates, Inc., and the
Urban Institute.

The first phase of the study entailed interviews with food stamp

personnel in the 50 states, plus the District of Columbia, Guam,

and the Virgin Islands. Questions in the claims collection

component of the interviews covered the organization and admini-

stration of the claims collection process; the extent to which

the claims process is automated; the policies and procedures
involved in identifying overissuances, establishing and

collecting claims, and suspending and terminating delinquent
claims; and some tentative measures of the effectiveness of the

claims collection process.

This report describes the claims collection processes of the
states. Findings are summarized below for each major topic
area.

Or_ani- The majority of states have mixed levels of state, district,

zation and and local responsibility for operating the claims collec-

Adminis- tion process; however, after a claim has been established,
tration activities become increasingly centralized at the state level.

In addition, specialized staff are involved in the claims
processes of all of the states, although the exact nature of the

staff and the functions which they perform are quite diverse.

In some states, the specialized staff simply help the caseworker

investigate and establish the claim, while in other states the
specialized staff are organized into special units and assume

full responsibility for the entire claims collection process

following the referral of the overissuance.
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The claims collection process, unlike other operational areas of

the Food Stamp Program, may involve a number of local, district,

and state agencies. Consequently, a variety of managerial

methods and techniques for monitoring the progress of individual

cases may be necessary for administering the claims collection

process effectively. Forty-two states use routine summary

reports to assess how well the claims collection process is

working and/or as a means of communicating between the various

units involved in the claims process. Routine status reports on
individual overissuances or claims cases are a less frequently

used managerial tool, as are time limits to control the period

required to investigate, establish, and collect on a claim.

Most states have instituted systems for tracking overissuances

and claims and systems for signalling workers when claims cases

require further attention, although relatively few of the states
incorporate information on the age of the overissuances or

claims in their systems. The ability to "age" overissuances and

claims is a useful function because it helps ensure the
timeliness of the actions required at each stage of the claims

collection process.

Automation While the majority of the states have instituted automated claims

collection processes, the extent to which they provide support

to the claims process varies considerably. Most of the auto-

mated claims systems include a history of the household's

payments on the claim, while only about one-half of the systems

maintain a history of the dates of all actions taken on

overissuances and/or claims. Few of the systems are capable of

calculating the amount of the overissuance itself. However, the

majority of the automated systems routinely calculate the amount
of the recoupment and deduct that amount from the household's

food stamp issuance. Approximately one-half of the systems have

the capacity to generate demand letters automatically at the

appropriate time intervals.

Policies In the first stage of the claims collection process--the

and identification of the overissuance--states reported using
Procedures a wide array of detection methods. Among the approaches

frequently perceived as the most effective are: computer
matches of wages and unearned income, recertification reviews,

Quality Control reviews, and conflicting information provided by
the client.

Investigating the identified overissuances frequently entails

using specialized staff, particularly to investigate suspected

fraud. In general, states appear to expend more resources on

investigating and pursuing suspected fraud cases than nonfraud
cases. The following reasons were cited for emphasizing fraud
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claims over nonfraud claims: (1) the necessity of protecting

the integrity of the program, (2) financial incentives

established by FNS, and (3) the higher dollar amount involved in
most fraud claims.

Of the four methods available for establishing fraud claims--

prosecution, disqualification consent agreements (DCAs),

administrative disqualification hearings (ADHs), and waivers of

hearing--only prosecution is used in all states. DCAs and
waivers of hearing are not used in 8 and 9 states, respec-

tively. The ADHs and waivers of hearing are the preferred
methods among most of the states for establishing fraud claims.

The establishment stage of the claims collection process

typically involves a shift in the type of staff involved in
claims activities. First, fraud claims that are referred for

prosecution and are established through the courts often move to

agencies outside the control of the Food Stamp Agency (FSA).

Second, as we have stated, the claims collection process is

increasingly centralized at the state level after a claim has

been established. Finally, in many states, a shift has been
evident toward using specialized staff to collect payments on
the claim.

Collecting claims payments from households which are no longer

participating in the Food Stamp Program or which have been

issued overpayments due to agency error is generally more
difficult, since recoupment is not a possible means of

collection.i/ Thirty-seven states currently use some type of
alternative collection technique, most frequently wage
garnishment, tax refund intercepts, small claims court, and

property liens, to collect on claims against households that

have failed to respond to other collection efforts. Although in
most states these alternative collection methods are seldom

used, several states reported that the threat of their use is

often an effective method for generating claims payments.

The suspension and termination of claims are relatively low

priority functions within the state FSAs, and, consequently,
many states have large backlogs of delinquent claims which are

i/Claims due to agency error can be collected through recoupment

only if the client agrees to that type of repayment.
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eligible for suspension and suspended claims which are eligible

for termination. Staff shortages and the lack of resources were

frequently cited reasons for not maintaining an accurate

accounting of the collectible claims that are outstanding.

Effective- The quantitative assessment of the effectiveness of

ness the claims collection process requires information on

the flow of cases through the claims process. Since the

necessary information is not maintained by the state FSAs,

professional estimates and administrative data from the Form

FNS-209 are used to construct a tentative profile of effective-

ness. Because both the professional estimates and

administrative data suffer from severe problems, the measures of

the effectiveness of the claims collection process are

considered only rough indicators. Given the poor quality of the

effectiveness data, it is not surprising that a close

relationship does not appear to exist between any of the

characteristics of the claims collection processes and the

measures of the effectiveness of claims collection. However,

the measures of effectiveness would appear to suggest that the

claims collection process can substantially be improved.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of a series of interviews on

the claims collection processes used by Food Stamp Agencies.

The interviews were conducted as part of the first phase of the

Food Stamp Program Operations Study (FSPOS), which is being

conducted by



interest to FNS. Other questions, identified at the outset of

the FSPOS, included the following:

o What are the costs of the different claims collection

systems?

- What are the costs of identifying overissuances,

establishing claims, and making collections?

- What is the relationship between the approach to claims
collection and the cost of claims collection activities?

- How do the costs of the claims collection effort vary with
the characteristics of the households with overissuances
and claims?

o How effective are the different claims collection systems?

- How effective is each stage of the claims collection

process (identification, establishment, and recovery) in

dealing with the potential or actual claims cases from the

preceding stage?

- How effective are claims suspension and termination
practices, and what conventions should states follow in

suspending or terminating the pursuit of collections?

- How does the effectiveness of the claims collection process

vary with the characteristics of the households with
overissuances and claims?

o Given the impact of different approaches to the claims
process on costs and effectiveness, what claims collection

approaches are most cost-effective?

o What approaches are used to "age" claims and prioritize
claims collection activities?

Ail of these questions were deferred to the intensive assessment

stage of the FSPOS. Based on a review of the data commonly

compiled and reported by state and local FSAs, and in view of
the data collection constraints inherent in telephone

interviewing, it was concluded during the census design period

that the census and survey data collection efforts would not be
able to create a useful data base for a serious analysis of the

costs, effectiveness, and cost-effectiveness of the claims

collection process. Consequently, the primary goal of this

report is to create a descriptive profile of the claims process
that covers:



o The techniques used to discover overissuances and

investigate, establish, and recover claims

o The policies and procedures of the claims collection process
which are defined at the state level

o The claims collection information functions in states, such

as automated tracking systems and systems for monitoring
claims

o A profile of the current backlog of overtssuances and claims

In addition, a preliminary analysis of the effectiveness of the

claims collection process will be conducted based on

administrative data collected by FNS.

B. SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING METHODS

Three aspects of the census are necessary background for

presenting the results: (1) the sample of state agencies

covered in the interviews, (2) the method of conducting the
interviews, and (3) the use of materials received from state

agencies.

Agencies The general purpose of the claims collection census is to describe

Included in the processes used in each state through interviews with state
the Census FSA staff. The claims collection interview was attempted for

all state FSAs and the FSAs in the District of Columbia, Guam,

and the Virgin Islands, for a total of 53 jurisdictions. The

interview was administered successfully to all of the juris-

dictions, except California and North Dakota. The California
FSA was not able to respond to the instrument because of the

wide variation in the claims process across the local FSAs. In

North Dakota, the pressures of current work and staff shortages

made it impossible for FSA staff to participate in the study.

Interviewing Structured telephone interview instruments were developed
Method after an extensive review of the data already available from

FNS files, earlier research, and state reports to FNS. After

instrument drafts had been prepared and reviewed by FNS, a pre-

test of the instruments was conducted with three state agencies

in all six of the operations areas covered by the FSPOS.1/ This
pre-test led to substantial changes in the instruments to

improve their clarity and completeness.

_/The help of agency staff in these pre-test states
(Connecticut, Tennessee, and Texas) was very valuable and is

gratefully acknowledged.
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Interview respondents were nominated by state FSP directors or

their delegates in preliminary telephone discussions with senior

FSPOS research staff. In many instances multiple respondents
were suggested, most often a senior staff member involved in

developing policy and procedures and a staff member involved in

preventing and/or detecting fraud and abuse. In some cases, the

FSP director was one of the respondents. However, even when

multiple respondents were suggested, interviewers often

encountered situations in which the respondents suggested other
agency staff as the best source for answers to specific

questions; interviewers then contacted these other staff. Of

the 51 interviews completed, approximately 33 entailed
contacting additional respondents. Claims collection interviews

generally lasted about two hours.

Although the claims collection instrument consisted almost

entirely of structured-response questions, the interviewing
method that was used entailed an in-depth discussion of the
questions and probes for clarifying responses. This process was

necessary because of the complexity and variety of state

operations and the consequent difficulty in establishing
consistent interpretations of terminologies among interviewers

and between interviewers and respondents. Every completed

interview was reviewed by the senior project researcher who was

assigned to the claims collection topic. These reviews

uncovered apparent inconsistencies among interview responses and

identified answers which, based on other information provided,

appeared to reflect interpretations of interview terminologies

that departed from the intent of the interviews. As the

interviews proceeded, these reviews also identified the
necessity for a further clarification of the intent of specific

questions and their interpretation within the context of

particular system characteristics.

Based on these reviews three steps were taken. First, "question

clarification" statements were prepared and distributed to
interviewers to guide them in the further administration of

particular interview questions. Second, interviewers made call-

backs to respondents to clarify or confirm responses and to
probe further to resolve what appeared from the interviewer's

perspective to be inconsistencies. Call-backs were made for

this purpose to almost every responding FSA. Finally, several

additions were made to the set of coded question responses

defined in advance.2/

/2--'Specifically,codes were added to identify specific units

and/or staff involved in the claims collection process and to

identify the characteristics of the cases which had an impact on

how the case was handled in the claims process (e.g., Q's 5.13,
5.20, and 5.25).
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Use of In addition to the telephone data collection activities

Materials described above, the census phase of the FSPOS entailed
from State collecting background materials from state agencies.

A_encies State agencies were asked to provide a variety of

materials including application, recertification, and monthly
reporting forms, computer input forms and worksheets, procedures

and policy manual sections pertinent to each operations area,

and any existing statistical or management reports that could
supply data in response to some of the more complex census

interview questions. Although the request for these materials

prior to the census interviews was intended to solicit only

existing data, forms, and reports, it is clear that many

agencies devoted substantial efforts to assembling the
materials.

The materials provided by the state agencies formed an important

contextual background for an analysis of the census interview

questions. In some cases, the data available in these materials

provided responses to specific interview questions, which saved
time in the interviews. In other instances, where the

complexity or subtlety of a state's procedures or systems could

not be captured completely in the structured interview

responses, the background materials were used by the researchers

to ensure that the interview responses were interpreted

correctly.

C. SCOPE OF REPORTED RESULTS

The claims collection interviews were designed to provide

consistent, systematic profiles of all of the state systems

examined, and to present the collected data in a structured form

that facilitated drawing comparisons among claims collection
processes along commonly defined dimensions. Consequently, the

instrument design process emphasized developing carefully worded

questions that could solicit structured, codable responses.3/
Although this approach makes it possible to compare systems and

summarize system features, it also leads to certain inevitable

weaknesses in the ability of the instrument to capture detail

and subtle differences among systems. Using an interview format

that consisted of more open-ended questions, and reporting on

the salient features of each system in descriptive text, would
provide more detail and clarity about each approach. This

interview method was rejected, however, because it would likely

complicate the process of compiling summary information and
comparing systems.

3/The claims collection instrument is attached as Appendix B.



The results presented in this report are based on the classi-

fication of claims collection process characteristics according

to the distinctions formulated in the interview questions and

response codes. Given the format of the interviews, many

questions elicited responses that did not correspond directly to

response codes. Interviewers took notes during the interview to

capture the content of responses. It was then the job of the

interviewer (often in consultation with the researcher working

on this topic) to interpret the response and record an answer.
This process involved three types of decisions: (1) inter-

preting the intent of the question when the response raised

questions about distinctions not explicitly included in the
question wording or response codes, and not yet covered in

interviewer training; (2) selecting an appropriate response code
based on the clarified sense of the question; and (3), in a

number of instances, adding code values to the codes originally

defined, to capture important distinctions. The net effect of

this process was to conceal some differences among systems or
peculiarities of particular systems for the sake of describing

all of the systems in comparable terms.

The results presented in the body of this report are somewhat

more limited in scope than are the questions asked in the claims

collection interviews, because responsibility for claims

collections may be delegated completely or partially to local

agencies. Consequently, in some states, complete information on

the claims process was not available at the state level.

Although this problem was most severe for California, in a
number of other states the state FSA was unable to provide

complete information on all stages of the claims collection
process or provided information only on a subset of the local

agencies within their state.4/ Thu6, for these states, the
descriptive profile is incomplete and will require further data

collection in the survey phase of the study. The states for

which the survey will be used to complete the descriptive

profile include those for which information is needed on a

number of local-level functions (Colorado, Idaho, Illinois,
Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,

Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, North

Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin,

and Wyoming) and those for which information is needed on a mote

4--/Instates in which a great deal of variation exists across the

local agencies in terms of how the claims collection process is

organized and/or operated, state FSAs were asked to provide

information on the claims collection process as it applies to
the majority of their caseload.



limited set of local-level functions (Alabama, Connecticut,

Georgia, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Mississippi, New

Mexico, Oregon, Tennessee, and Washington). The census-based

descriptive profile is complete for the remaining 19 states.
Despite this limitation of the census-based descriptions, the

profile of state claims collection systems contained in this

report provides a more complete overview of claims collection
than has heretofore been available.

In addition to the information necessary for obtaining a

descriptive profile of state claims collection systems, the

census attempted to draw a very limited characterization of the
effectiveness of the various processes of the claims system. An

analysis of the effectiveness of the claims system requires

information on the flow of cases through the claims process,

since actions taken at each stage of the process are conditioned

upon the actions taken at the previous stage of the process. In

other words, the effectiveness of the state FSA at collecting on
claims is a function of the success with which the state

establishes claims, which in turn is a function of the state's

ability to detect overissuances. No state FSAs maintained the

data necessary for examining these conditional measures of

effectiveness. Thus, the analysis of the effectiveness of the

claims collection process will rely on some very rough
professional estimates by the states and on existing admini-
strative data from the Form FNS-209. While not useful for

developing the conditional measures of effectiveness, the Form
FNS-209 data permit very rough proxies of effectiveness to be

developed.

D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report consists of four sections. Section

II provides a brief overview of the functions involved in the

claims collection process and presents the descriptive data
collected in the claims collection census, with tables and

accompanying text to summarize the census results according to

major topics. Section III describes the system types that can

be distinguished from the census results and classifies the

state claims collection processes according to this typology.
In addition, it examines the relative effectiveness of the

states' claims collection processes.





II. DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Overissuance occurs when food stamps are provided to ineligible

households or when eligible households receive benefits that are

greater than the amount allowed under program regulations. The

client and the FSA share responsibility for determining the

household's food stamp eligibility and benefit level. The

client is required to provide the information that enables the

agency to determine the household's need. The agency is

required to process that information in a correct and timely

manner. When an agency determines that a household has received
food stamps to which it was not entitled, the state is mandated

by law and regulations to establish a claim against and to
collect the overissuance from that household.

In practice, the operation and administration of the claims

collection processes implemented by the states exhibit a great

deal of diversity. This section provides a general overview of
the functions involved in the collection of claims and a

detailed profile of the claims collection processes used by the

states.i/ The detailed profile consists of nine areas:

1. The organization of the claims collection process

2. The automated processes used in claims collection

3. The management of the claims collection process

4. The detection of overissuances

5. The investigation of overissuances

6. The establishment of the claims

7. The collection of payments on the claims

8. The suspension and termination of claims

9. The effectiveness of the claims collection process

l/
--_State is used here to refer to the 48 states for which data

are available, the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands.



A. OVERVIEW OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

In organizing this descriptive profile of the claims collection

process, we have identified six steps or stages of claims
collection:2/

1. Claims referral

2. Claims investigation

3. Claims establishment

4. Claims collections

5. Follow-up activities on delinquent claims

6. Claims suspension and termination

While the approaches used at each stage of the claims process

vary from state to state, and in some cases at the county or

local office level, a general claims collection process

prevails. Figure II.1 shows the general structure of the claims

collection process.

The claims collection process begins with the discovery that a

household has received food stamps for which it is not

entitled. Following the discovery of the overissuance, the FSA
must, in most circumstances, take action to set up a claim

against the household.3/ This stage of the claims process--the
discovery of the overissuance and the formal steps whereby the

claims process is initiated--is labelled "claims referral."

_/These six stages do not necessarily correspond to the

structure of the claims collection process in a particular

state. For example, in some states, the claims referral and

investigation stages constitute a single process. However, in
order to provide a consistent description of the state systems,

we use this six-stage definition of the claims process for all
states.

3--/Noclaim is required if the overissuance occurred because (1)

the state FSA failed to ensure that the household signed the

application form, completed a work registration form, or was
certified in the correct project area; or (2) the household

transacted an expired (but unaltered) Authorization to

Participate (ATP) card.
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Following the claims referral stage, the nature of the error

that led to the overissuance must be determined (i.e., admini-

strative error, inadvertent household error, or intentional

program violation); the amount of the overissuance must be

calculated; and any inquiry into the circumstances of the

overissuance must be performed. This stage is referred to as

"claims investigations." It is at this stage that a distinction

is made between nonfraud cases (i.e., claims due to
administrative errors or inadvertent household errors) and

suspected fraud cases (i.e., claims believed to be due to

intentional program violations); claims are generally

investigated more thoroughly for cases of suspected fraud.

The third stage of the claims process--claims establishment--is

quite different for cases of nonfraud error and cases of

suspected fraud. For nonfraud errors, the establishment of the

claim involves (1) the decision to initiate collection actions,

and (2) the notification to the household. If, after notifi-

cation of the claim, the household chooses to appeal, a fair

hearing is also required.

The decision about whether or not to initiate collection action

depends on the size of the claim, whether it can be collected by

reducing the household's food stamp allotment, and whether or
not the household can be located. Collection actions will be

initiated for all claims of $35 or more. For claims of less

than $35, collection action will be initiated only if the
overissuance is due to a household error and the household is

currently participating in the Food Stamp Program (so that the

claim can be collected by reducing the household's food stamp

allotment). If the state has documentation that the household

cannot be located, then the collection of the claim, regardless

of its size, will not be initiated. Collection actions are

initiated by a letter of demand sent to the household to explain

the amount and circumstances of the claim.

Establishing a claim for an overissuance is different when it is

suspected that fraud is involved, as indicated in Figure II.1.

The amount of the claim for an intentional program violation is

calculated as the amount overissued from the time of the viola-

tion until its discovery, up to a maximum period of six years.

Until fraud has been established, the claim for the amount of

overissuance in the 12 months prior to the discovery of the

error can be processed as an inadvertent household error. The

determination of fraud can be made through an administrative

disqualification hearing, a waiver of the hearing by the

household member, the Judicial system, or a disqualification

consent agreement.
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After fraud has been determined, the guilty household member is

disqualified from the program, and the state initiates collec-

tion actions against the individual's household for the entire

amount of the claim.4/ As with nonfraud claims, the household

receives a letter of demand specifying the nature of the claim
and outlining the possible methods for repayment.

The fourth stage of the claims process is the collection of
payments on the claim. The household can pay the claim or make

arrangements to pay by any one (or a combination) of three

methods: lump sum, installments, or a reduction in the food

stamp allotment. If the household fails to pay (or to continue

to make payments on) the claim, the state is required to take

one of the following actions:

o For current program participants, the state must reduce the

food stamp allotment when a household error is involved
(whether intentional or unintentional).

o When an administrative error is involved or the household is

no longer participating, the state must continue to send

demand letters until the household pays or agrees to pay,

until the criteria for suspending the claim are satisfied, or
until the state initiates other collection actions of its
choice.

The collection stage of the claims process includes procedures

for setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand

letters, and procedures for tracking claims payments and

recoupment amounts.

The fifth stage of the claims process is the follow-up activi-

ties used for delinquent claims. This stage entails identifying
delinquent claims and using alternative collection methods, such

as wage garnishment and tax refund intercepts, to collect on the
claim.

The final stage of the claims process is the suspension and

termination of the claim. This stage entails identifying claims

which are eligible for suspension and termination and initiating
the processes whereby those actions are taken. A claim can be

suspended following the mailing of the required demand letter(s)
if:

m/In cases where fraud was established through judicial

proceedings, the collection actions of the state may be

determined by those proceedings.

13



o The state has documentation that the household cannot be

located

o The cost of further collection activities is likely to exceed
the amount which can be recovered

A claim can be terminated after it has been held in suspension
for three years.

Despite the general uniformity of the claims process as set

forth in the regulations, the organization of the process across

states varies significantly. In many states, a central claims

processing unit handles part or all of the investigation,

establishment, and collection procedures following the claims

referral._5/ In other states, particularly those whose programs

are state-supervised and county-administered, all of the

components of claims processing are handled within each local
office.

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

As shown in Table II.l, the organization of the claims

collection process across the states ranges from very

centralized systems, in which all the activities following the

referral of the overissuance are under state-level jurisdiction,

to arrangements which involve only the local or county FSA. Not

surprisingly, the states that operate state-supervised, county-

administered programs tend to have the more decentralized claims

collection processes. However, a substantial proportion of

those states, like the majority of states in general, have mixed

levels of responsibility for operating the claims collection
process, with the later stages of the process becoming
increasingly centralized.

In addition to the tendency for the claims collection process to

be centralized at the district or state level, the activities of

the claims process are frequently centralized through
specialized staff or units. As shown in Table II.2, specialized

staff of some form are used in each of the states, or, for those

states whose claims collection process varies across their

5--/Ina number of states, the centralized claims office handles

claims for several assistance programs (e.g., Food Stamps, AFDC,

Medicaid, and General Assistance).
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TABLE II.1

LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR

OPERATING THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

State- State-Supervised/

Administered County-Administered

Characteristic Program Program Total

Organization of Claims
CollectionProcess 37 14 51

Level of

Responsibility
for the Claims

Collection Process--

Following Claims Referral:

Local/county only 0 6 6

Local/county and 32 8 40
district/region
and/or state

District/region 5 0 5

and/or state only

Following Claims Establishment:

Local/county only 1 7 8
Local/county and 13 6 19

district/region
and/or state

District/region 23 1 24
and/or state only

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.1 contains the detailed information for each of the 51

states.
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TABLE II.2

USE OF SPECIALIZED STAFF IN THE
CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

Claims/Collections Fraud/Investigations
Characteristic Staff or Unit Staff or Unit Total

States with Specialized
Staff 43 41 51

Level of Operation

Local/county 23 13 25

District/region 7 5 10
State 32 29 40

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.1 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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counties, within a substantial proportion of counties within the

states.6_/ However, the exact nature of these staff and the

functions which they perform are quite diverse. In some states,
the specialized claims staff simply help the caseworker

investigate and establish the claim (e.g., Illinois) or only

handle the collection of payments and the follow-up activities

for delinquent claims (e.g., New Mexico and Utah). In other

states, the specialized claims staff takes full responsibility

for the entire claims process following referral (e.g., Colorado

and New Hampshire). Similarly, the specialized fraud/investiga-

tions staff may provide assistance to the caseworker in
especially difficult cases of suspected fraud (e.g., Alabama,

Hawaii, and Wisconsin) or may handle all of the investigation,

establishment, and collection activities for fraud claims (e.g.,

Alaska and Florida). These specialized staff may consist of
workers with specialized functions within the local office or

may be a separate unit of specialized staff at the local,
district, and/or state level. The exact functions performed by

each state's specialized staff will be explored in later

sections which discuss the six stages of the claims collection
process.

An additional dimension along which the organization of the

states' claims collection processes varies is the degree with

which the process is integrated with the claims collection

processes for other programs. High levels of integration would
suggest a reduction in the administrative costs of the food

stamp claims process and the more efficient detection of

overissuances (given the information available through the other

I programs)._/ As shown in Table II.3, the food stamp claims

6/Note that the terminologies used here--"claims/collections

unit" and "fraud/investigation unit"--are not always consistent

with the claims collection arrangements within a particular

state. For consistency in the description of the state systems,
any specialized unit which focuses on both nonfraud and fraud

cases, at any stage of the claims collection process, is

referred to as a claims/collections unit. Specialized units

which focus primarily on the investigation of suspected fraud
and/or the establishment of fraud claims are referred to as

fraud/investigation units.

7/High levels of integration may also create problems with

determining the appropriate share of recovered funds that are

allocated to the programs involved when a household has an

outstanding claim in more than one program.
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TABLE II.3

SUMMARY OF THE INTEGRATION OF THE FOOD STAMPS CLAIMS

COLLECTION PROCESS WITH THE CLAIMS COLLECTION

PROCESSES OF OTHER PROGRAMS

Number of States

General

Characteristic AFDC Medicaid Assistance Total

States with Integrated

Food Stamp Claims
CollectionProcesses 45 38 29 45

Stage of Claims Collection
Process

Referral 41 32 24 41

Investigations 45 37 29 45
Establishment 40 30 23 40

Collections 40 29 23 40

Follow-upfor 38 28 23 38

delinquent claims

Suspension/terminations 36 27 21 36

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.2 contains the detailed information for each of the 51
states.

18



collection processes of 45 of the 51 states are integrated with

the claims collection processes of AFDC. The food stamp claims

processes of the majority of the 45 states are also integrated
with the claims processes of Medicaid and General Assistance

(GA). The degree of integration tends to be greatest at the

earlier stages of the claims process, declining in the period

following the investigation stage of the process. The movement

by some states toward a separate process for some or all of the
later stages of food stamp claims collections can be attributed

to the different regulations that govern collections procedures

and subsequent activities for the programs (e.g., rules for
repayment options and recoupment, and requirements for demand
letters).

C. AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The use of automated systems for calculating overissuance and

recoupment amounts, monitoring the status of claims, and main-

taining an account of claims payments is one factor that can
contribute toward an effective and efficient claims collection

system. Although the majority (46) of the states do have

automated claims collection processes, the functions which are

performed by those automated systems vary considerably (see

Table II.4).8/ Most systems include a history of the
household's claims payments, although five states track recoup-

ment payments but not other types of payments.9/

The automated systems are less comprehensive in terms of

managerial functions. Almost one-half of the states' automated

systems do not maintain a history of the dates of actions taken

on overissuances and claims, or they maintain information only
on the date of the most recent action. Thus, these automated

systems do not permit evaluations of the effectiveness and/or

timeliness with which the claims collection process operates.

_/The 46 states with some component of their claims collection

process automated represent an increase of 17 in the number of

states reporting claims collection automation from the Food

Stamp Automation Survey of 1985. Since the degree of automation

of the claims process changed considerably between the 1985
survey and the current study the Automation Survey data are not

incorporated into this study.

_/The automated claim8 collection system in Kentucky maintains a

case history only for claim payments through methods other than

recoupment.
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TABLE II.4

FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY THE AUTOMATED
CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES

Characteristic Numberof States

States with Automated Claims Process 46

Functions Performed by the Automated System
Calculation of overissuance amount 8

Calculation of recoupment amount 30

Deduction of recoupment amount from issuance 36
Generationof demand letters 21

Maintenance of history of:
Caseactions 30
Allactions 23

Most recentactionsonly 7

Recoupment 6_4atOtherclaimspayments 3

Claimsuspensions 32

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.3 contains the detailed information
for each of the 51 states.

a-/In one state information on the history of claim payments

through methods other than recoupment was not available
at the time of the interview.
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Similarly, less than one-half of the systems have the capacity

to generate demand letters automatically at the appropriate time
intervals.

In contrast, the automated systems appear to be fairly well

suited to the mechanical functions of calculating the amount of

the recoupment and deducting that amount from the household's

food stamp issuance. Only 10 of the automated systems are
unable to perform both of those functions; an additional 6

systems are unable to perform at least one of the two calcula-

tions. However, few of the automated systems have the capacity
to calculate the amount of the overissuance itself.

D. MANAGEMENT OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The claims collection process, while administered by the state

FSAs, often involves a variety of local, district, and state
agencies and/or agency units. The ability of the FSAs to manage

the process effectively across these groups will depend on a
number of factors. This section discusses several managerial

methods which may contribute toward the effectiveness of the

state's claims collection process. These managerial methods,

which by no means constitute a definitive list of the factors

which may influence the effectiveness of claims collections, are

as follows: the use of internal reports, the use and content of

staff training, the availability of manuals on the policies and

procedures of the claims process, the use of time limits to
control the processing of the overissuances and claims, and
methods used to monitor individual cases within the claims

collection process.l?/

Internal Forty-two of the 51 states produce routine summary reports

Reports (other than the Form FNS-209) to assess how well the claims
collection process is working and/or to effect a method for

communicating among the various units involved in the process

(see Table II.5). However, only 9 states produce summary

reports which cover all six stages of the claims collection
process for fraud and/or nonfraud overissuances and claims. Of

the remaining states, all but one cover the collection of claim
payments. The other five areas are covered less frequently,

!0/One managerial method not considered in this report that may

influence the effectiveness of the claims process is the use of

direct supervision of claims collection personnel. For example,

the Nevada FSP relies heavily on a system of supervisory case

reviews and eligibility claims worker accountability for all
actions on a case.
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TABLE II.5

STAGES OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

COVERED BY ROUTINE SUMMARY REPORTS

Characteristic Numberof States

States Preparing Routine Summary Reports 42

Stage of Claims Collection

Process Covered by the Reports
Referral 24

Investigation 23
Establishment 35

Collections 41

Delinquentclaims 28

Suspension/termination 28

Ailsixstages 9

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.4 contains the detailed information for
each of the 51 states.
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with information on claims referrals and claims investigations

each omitted from the summary reports of over 15 states.

Routine reports on the status of individual overissuance or

claims cases are a less frequently used managerial tool. As

reported in Table II.6, only 31 states produce routine status
reports which cover some combination of claim referrals,

established claims, and delinquent claims. These reports most
frequently consider the status of established and delinquent
claims; the status of claims referrals are included in the

reports of only 18 states.

The summary reports and status reports tend to be distributed
more widely at the state and/or district level than at the local

level. As shown in Table II.7, 39 of the states with summary

reports and 24 of the states with status reports distribute the

reports at the state level (to the agency in general and/or to
specialized units within the agency). In contrast, only 25 of

the states with summary reports and 18 of the states with status

reports distribute the reports to the local office or to

specialized units within the local office.

Staff Forty-five states provide staff training specifically related
Training to the claims collection process (see Table II.8).

The following were among the reasons given by the remaining six

states for not providing such training: (1) eligibility deter-
mination, not collecting on claims, is the agency's first

priority; (2) funding cuts have reduced the agency's ability to

provide training; (3) the workers "learn by doing" in the area

of claims collections; and (4) the claims workers tend to be

experienced ex-caseworkers who require little training. Of the

states which do provide training, almost all offer training for
new hires and either schedule refresher training for existing

staff or retrain existing staff as either becomes necessary

(e.g., following a rule change).ll/

The training that is offered by the states tends to concentrate

on two areas--improving the detection of overissuances and
increasing the worker's understanding of the rules, regulations,
and procedures of the claims collection process (including how

to use the state's automated claims system effectively, if it

has one). Less common is training which focuses upon methods

for preventing overissuances, investigating overissuances, and
obtaining collections on claims.

II'Alabama/ and Kansas limit the training in claims collection to
existing staff since new hires do not do claims collection work.
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TABLE II.6

STAGES OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

COVERED BY ROUTINE REPORTS ON THE

STATUS OF INDIVIDUAL CASES

Characteristic Numberof States

States Preparing Routine Status Reports 31

Stage of Claims Collection

Process Covered by the Reports
Referral 18

Establishment 30

Delinquentclaims 24

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.4 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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TABLE II.7

GENERAL DISTRIBUTION OF ROUTINE SUMMARY AND STATUS REPORTS

Number of States with Summary Number of States with Status

Reports Distributed to: Reports Distributed to:
Claims/ Fraud/ Claims/ Fraud/

Collections InvestiKatton Collections Investigation

Agency Unit Unit Total Agency Unit Unit Total

Level of Operation

Local/county 21 7 2 25 14 6 1 18
District/region 6 2 2 8 2 4 1 7

State 28 23 11 39 15 12 6 24

Alllevels 35 26 14 42 20 18 7 31

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.4 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states.
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TABLE II.8

EXTENT AND EMPHASIS OF STAFF TRAINING

IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Characteristic Numberof States

Stateswith Any TrainingProvided 45

Extent of Training Provided:
Newhires 43

Refreshertraining 27

Retraining 45

Areas of Emphasis in Training:
Preventionof overtssuances 3

Detectionof overissuances 22

Investigationmethods 8
Collectionmethods 9

Regulationsand procedures 20
Variesacrossstate 5

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.5 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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Written Written manuals which provide detailed information on the

Manuals policies and procedures of the claims process are avail-

able to staff in all but 4 states. However, the issuance

manuals in those states do provide a general overview of the

claims collection process.

Time Limits Using time limits to control the length of time that it takes

workers to investigate, establish, and collect on a claim has

been suggested in an audit of the FSP claims collection process

(OIG, 1985) as one method for reducing the large backlog of

potential claims. As noted in Table II.9, fewer than one-half
of the states currently have any established time limits which

control the processing of claims. Of those states without some

type of time limit, several reported that time limits were
unnecessary because there were no backlogs of potential claims

within their states. Other states expressed more interest in

emphasizing that the work on the claim be completed rather than

in setting up rigid time requirements. The inability of most of
the states with established time limits to provide information

on the percentage of cases that are processed within those time
limits suggests that, for most states, the time limits are not

closely monitored and, consequently, may not have much impact on

the timeliness with which the claim is processed.

Monitoring The methods used to monitor the progress of individual
Individual cases through the claims process include a system for
Cases tracking the status of an overissuance or claim, a system

for signalling staff that a particular case requires further
attention, and a system for processing claims or reporting case

actions based upon the chronological age of the claims.

The majority of the states have a system for tracking over-
issuances and/or claims through the claims process (see Table

II.10). These systems are used to check on the status of a case
at certification or recertification, to check the status of

cases which are pending (e.g., cases being held by a special

investigation unit or by the District Attorney's office), and to

prepare management reports on the activities of the claims

collection process. The extent to which these tracking systems

monitor claims at each stage of the process varies somewhat

across the states. With few exceptions, the tracking systems

monitor established claims and claims payments. Somewhat fewer

systems track disqualified individuals and/or the status of
claims referrals and investigations. Finally, only about one-
half of the systems track the status of computer match hits

and/or other apparent overissuances.

Rather surprisingly, a high correlation does not seem to exist

between the automation of the tracking system and the extent to

which cases at all stages of the claims process are monitored.
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TABLE II.9

ESTABLISHED TIME LIMITS FOR PROCESSING

CLAIMS BY THE STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Characteristic Numberof States

States with Any Established Time Limits 22

Stages of Claims Collection Process
with Established Time Limits

Referral 14

Investigations 14
Establishment 19

Collections 11

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.5 contains the detailed information for
each of the states.
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TABLE II.IO

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TRACKING SYSTEMS USED TO MONITOR

INDIVIDUAL CASES IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

Partially Fully
Manual Automated Automated

Tracking Tracking Tracking

Characteristic System System System Total

StateswithTrackingSystem 8 20 22 50

Stage of Claims
Collection Process

Monitored by

Tracking System

Computermatchhit 6 14 7 27
Othera_parentoverissuances 6 14 6 26
Referrals 7 16 10 33

Investigations 7 16 10 33
Establishedclaims 8 19 22 49

Claimscollections 6 20 22 48

Suspendedclaims 6 17 20 43

Disqualifiedindividuals 8 15 14 37

TrackingSystemMonitorsCases 7 17 6 30

through 6 or More of the

above Stages

SOURCE: A_pendix Table A.6 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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Seven of the manual systems and 17 of the systems which are only

partially automated cover 6 or more of the 8 situations reported
in Table II.10. In contrast, only 6 of the 22 fully automated

tracking systems cover as many situations.

A second method for monitoring individual cases in the claims

process is the use of "flags" to signal a worker when a claim

case may require further attention. These flags can take the

form of a notation in the household's file, a "clip" or color
code attached to the file folder, a masterlisting (automated or

manual) of the relevant cases, or a notation that appears on the

computer screen as part of the state's automated certification
system. Table II.11 summarizes the characteristics of the 38

states' systems for identifying or "flagging" cases which need
special attention.

The majority of the flag systems identify both households with

claims referrals that have yet to be processed (i.e., either
dismissed or established as a claim) and households with active

claims. Somewhat fewer systems flag households with either
delinquent or suspended claims. A substantial number of the

flagging systems (21) are either manual or only partially

automated (i.e., some of the state's flags are manual). For 30
of the 38 systems of flags, the flag remains attached to the

case record until the claim is paid, corrective action is taken,

or the claim is terminated. Thus, for these systems, the flag
will remain in place on the case file should a household leave

the program, and is intended to signal the eligibility worker to
the existence of an outstanding claim should the household

reapply.

The final case monitoring method considered here is the use of
processes for sorting and reporting on overissuances and claims

by their ages (i.e., methods for "aging" overissuances and

claims). The ability to age overissuances and claims ts impor-

tant for several reasons. First, it facilitates evaluating the
timeliness with which the required actions of each stage of the

claims process are completed. Second, it is useful as a method
for determining when some type of "prompting" may be necessary

for cases pending at the various stages of the process (e.g.,

cases held by the District Attorney for possible prosecution).

Finally, to the extent that time requirements are built into the

various stages of the claims process (e.g., a claim must be held

in suspension for 3 years prior to termination), a system for

aging claims facilitates executing those stages efficiently.

Less than one-half of the states have an established process for
aging overissuances and/or claims, as reported in Table II.12.

For those states which do age overissuances and/or claims, the
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TABLE II.11

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEMS USED TO SIGNAL

STAFF THAT A CASE NEEDS FURTHER ATTENTION

Characteristic Numberof States

Stateswith Systemof Flags 38

Type of Claims that are Flagged
Referral 27

Activeclaim 30

Delinquentclaim 22

Suspendedclaim 19
Variesacrossstate 1

Extent to Which System of Flags
is Automated

Manual 15

Partiallyautomated 6

Fullyautomated 15
Informationnot available 2

One of More FlagsPermanently 30
Attached to Case Record

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.7 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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TABLE II.12

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEMS USED TO SORT

CLAIMS BY THEIR CHRONOLOGICAL AGE

Characteristic Numberof States

Stateswith Systemfor Aging 21

Type of Claims that are Aged

Apparentoverissuances 5
Referrals 10

Investigations 8

Delinquentclaims 18
Suspendedclaims 18

Extent to Which System of Aging
is Automated

Manual 5

Partiallyautomated 5

Fullyautomated 1!

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.7 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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majority focus upon the ages of delinquent claims and suspended

claims. The aging of claims investigations, claims referrals,

and apparent overissuances (e.g., computer match hits) are much

less common. The aging systems tend to be automated, with 16 of

the 21 systems at least partially automated.

E. DETECTION OF THE OVERISSUANCE

The first step of the claims collection process entails

discovering the overissuance and taking the formal procedures
necessary for initiating the claims process. Of the 12

detection methods listed in Table II.13 (excluding the "other"

category), 9 are used in 40 or more of the 51 states. Those 9

methods, in order of their frequency of use, are as follows:

Quality Control (QC) reviews, conflicting information provided

by the recipient, recertification reviews, "hotlines" and other

informal complaints, computer matching of earned income,
information from other agencies, duplicate participation checks,

special investigation units, and internal audits. Computer

matching of both unearned income and resources, and the use of

error-prone profiles to identify likely cases with over-

issuances, are used less frequently.

The states' rankings of the effectiveness of the various methods

at identifying overissuances varied considerably for most of the

12 detection methods. However, computer matches of wages was

among the 3 highest ranked methods in 36 states, while recerti-

fication reviews were among the 3 highest rankings in 31

states. Of the remaining methods, only QC reviews, computer
matches of unearned income, and conflicting information from the

recipient were ranked either 1, 2, or 3 by 14 or more states.

F. INVESTIGATION OF OVERISSUANCES

The second stage of the claims collection process, claims

investigations, entails calculating the overissuance amount,

determining the nature of the error, and undertaking any
investigations into the circumstances of the error. Table II.14

focuses on the organization and structure of the investigation

stage, while Table II.15 describes the characteristics of the

investigation processes of states.

As shown in Table 11.14, 45 of the 51 states use specialized

staff to investigate suspected fraud cases. In contrast, only

22 states use specialized staff to investigate nonfraud claims.

This difference reflects both the absence of investigations into

nonfraud claims in several states and the general effort by most
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TABLE II.13

FREOUENCY OF USE AND RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

METHODS USED TO DETECT OVERISSUANCES

Number of States

Number of States Ranking the Detection
Using the Detection Method the Three

DetectionMethod Method Most Effective

Computer Matching

Wages 47 36
Unearnedincome 33 16

Resources 12 2

DuplicateParticipantsCheck 43 3

Error-ProneProfile 19 2

Hotline/Informal Complaint 48 8

InternalAudit 41 4

0CReview 51 19

RecertificationReview 49 31

SpecialInvestigationUnits 42 9

InformationfromOtherAgencies 47 5

InformationfromRecipient 50 14

Other_a/ 6 2

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.8 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.

--a/Includes computer matches with credit bureau files, special case reviews,

supervisory reviews, day-to-day activities of the caseworker, and manual
bank record matches.
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TABLE II.14

ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE INVESTIGATION

STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Characteristic Number of States

Specialized Staff Involved in

Claim Investigations
Suspectedfraud 45
Nonfraud 22

Investigation Includes Search
for Additional Errors and/or

Program Violations
Suspectedfraud 43
Nonfraud 36

Relative Emphasis on Fraud and

Nonfraud Cases in Investigation
and Establishment Efforts

Fraud 19

Nonfraud 4

No difference 28

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.9 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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TABLE II.15

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INVESTIGATION STAGE OF

THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

Characteristic SuspectedFraud Nonfraud

Methods Always Used

to Investigate
the Claim

Casefilereview 51 49

In-office/telephone interview 13 8
Homevisit 4 0

Third-party contacts 25 7
Other_a! 2 1

Established System
for Prioritizing Cases

forInvestigation 31 19

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.10 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.

--a/Includes forensic investigations and record checks in the case records of

another system.
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states to provide more thorough investigations into cases where

fraud is suspected. The more intensive investigation of

suspected fraud claims is also evidenced by the greater number
of states that include searches for additional errors and/or

program violations in cases of suspected fraud and by the
greater relative emphasis on fraud cases in those states whose
treatment of fraud and nonfraud cases differ.

The reasons cited by states which emphasize the investigation
and establishment of fraud claims over nonfraud claims include

(1) the necessity of protecting the integrity of the program by

both eliminating current fraud and preventing future fraudulent
acts, (2) the enhanced funding and financial incentives

established by FNS to encourage the pursuit of fraud, and (3)
the higher dollar amount involved in most fraud claims. For

those 4 states emphasizing nonfraud claims, the greater ease

with which nonfraud claims can be investigated and established
and the greater potential for recovery of nonfraud claims were

reported as the major factors.

Further evidence of the more intensive investigations of fraud

claims is shown in Table II.15. In general, the states are more

likely always to use all of the investigation methods, parti-
cularly client interviews and third-party contacts, to inves-

tigate suspected fraud claims than is true for nonfraud investi-

gations. However, the greater effort involved in investigating

suspected fraud claims has led to a greater need for estab-
lishing priorities to determine which cases of suspected fraud

are investigated most actively. 12/ Thirty-one states have
established a system for prioritizing suspected fraud claims,
while only 19 states use a system to prioritize nonfraud

claims. The systems for prioritizing suspected fraud claims are
most frequently based upon the dollar amount of the over-
issuance, the quality of evidence that is available, and whether

or not the claim involves a repeat offender or a flagrant

violation of the program rules (see Table II.16). To a lesser

extent, the age of the error and whether or not the household is

currently participating in the program are used to determine

which cases should be followed up most aggressively. For the
systems which prioritize nonfraud claims, the dollar amount of

12/A policy of "first in, first out," or processing claims in

chronological order, is not considered a method for prioritizing
cases.
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TABLE II.16

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CASE WHICH INCREASE THE

LIKELIHOOD THAT THE CLAIM IS INVESTIGATED

Number of States

Characteristic SuspectedFraud Nonfraud

State with System for

PrioritizingCases 31 19

Characteristic of

Case That Increases

Likelihood of

Investigation

Age/health/employment 5 2
status of client
PublicAssistancehousehold 8 3

Householderror 0 6

Ageof erroror claim 17 11
Activecase 12 13
Dollaramount 30 17

Qualityof evidence 30 0

Repeat offender/flagrant 29 0

Violagion
Other_ ! 0 2

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. IO contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.

--a/Includes errors due to unreported income and the projected cost of the

follow-up on the case.
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the overissuance, the age of the claim, and whether or not the

household is currently participating are the most important
factors.13/

G. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CLAIM

Of the four methods available for establishing frauds claims--

prosecution, disqualification consent agreements (DCAs), admini-
strative disqualification hearings (ADHs), and waivers of the

hearing--only prosecution is used by all 51 states (see Table

II.17). DCAs are used by 43 states, while ADHs and waivers of
hearings are used by 47 and 42 states, respectively. In 8

states, the DCA and waivers of hearing are viewed as a single
process.

While all states use prosecutions to establish fraud claims,

only 12 of the states which use more than one establishment

method ranked it as the most frequently used method. The ADH

and the waiver of hearing were more often reported to be the

most common method used to establish fraud claims. In general,

the DCA was the method that was ranked as the least frequently

used approach.

In choosing the appropriate method for establishing fraud

claims, a number of states reported that the least expensive

methods (waivers of hearing and DCAs) were attempted first, with
prosecution and ADH reserved for the more difficult or severe

cases. In determining which cases will be pursued through

prosecution, all of the states except New York screen the cases
on the dollar amount of the overissuance (see Table II.18). New

York is unusual in that all cases are referred for prosecution.

Other factors which are frequently used to determine which cases
are referred for prosecution include whether or not the individ-

ual has a history of food stamp fraud and whether or not the

fraudulent act represents a flagrant violation of program rules.

Reviews by higher level staff of the decisions to establish

fraud and nonfraud claims would be expected to improve the

effectiveness of the establishment stage of the claims process

13/In three states (the District of Columbia, Illinois, and
Missouri) the system for prioritizing suspected fraud cases is a

very structured screening process. For the remaining systems

which prioritize suspected fraud and nonfraud cases, the

screening process is very informal and is intended only to
provide general guidelines about which cases should be pursued.
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TABLE II.17

FRFOUENCY WITH WHICH SPECIFIC METHODS

ARE USED TO ESTABLISH FRAUD CLAIMS

Number of States

Using More Than One
Method Which Rank the
EstablishmentMethod

As the Method Most

Characteristic Number of States Useda

States Using
EstablishmentMethod 51 49

Establishment Method
Prosecution 51 12

Disqualification Consent

Agreement 43 9
Administrative 47 18

Disqualification Hearing

WaiversofHearing 42 14

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.11 contains the detailed information for each of the
51 states.

NOTE: The disqualification consent agreement and the waiver of hearing

constitute a single process in 8 states.

--a/Thenumber of states ranking each method as the method most frequently used

does not sum to 49 because 2 states did not rank the methods used, and 6

states ranked the disqualification consent agreement and the waiver
of hearing jointly as the most frequently used method.
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TABLE 11.18

CHARACTERIS%'ICS OF THE CASE WHICH ENTER INTO THE

DECISION TO REFER A CASE FOR PROSECUTION

Characteristic Numberof States

DollarAmount 50

RepeatOffender 39

FlagrantViolation 39

StrengthofEvidence 3

Age/Health of Client 2
Othera ! 4

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.11 contains the detailed information
for each of the 51 states.

a/Includes fraud in multiple programs; prosecutor's interest,

time, and/or available funds for pursuing food stamp fraud; and

systems in which all suspected fraud cases are referred for

prosecution.

41



by providing a quality control function. The majority of the

states (38) have such a review for fraud cases, nonfraud cases,
or both (as shown in Appendix Table A. 11). However, several

states reported that the review process reduced the effective-

ness of establishing claims because it created a bottleneck that
greatly reduced the speed with which cases could be processed.

The staff involved in the claims collection process following

the claims establishment stage represent a shift on three fronts
from the staff involved in claims investigations. First, fraud

claims that are referred for prosecution and are established

through the courts often move to agencies outside of the control
of the FSA (see Appendix Tables A. 1I and A. 12). Consequently,

contacts with clients (including any payments on the claim) will

often be funnelled through and monitored by the legal system
(e.g., the probation office). The FSA may have little control

over the success with which claims payments are collected. A

second change in the staff who are involved in the claims

process following claim establishment is the increased use of

centralized, state-level staff. As was noted in Table II.l, the

claims collection process in many states becomes more
centralized as the case progresses through the six stages of the

process. Finally, a shift has occurred toward using more

specialized staff at the later stages of the claims process.
For example, in 6 of the 29 states in which the nonfraud claims

are investigated by nonspecialized staff (see Appendix Table

A.9), specialized claims units are involved in notifying the

household of the claim (see Appendix Table A.11) and/or

arranging for the payment of the claim (see Appendix Table
A.12).

H. COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS ON THE CLAIM

As shown in Table II.19, the stage of the claims process which

focuses on the collection of payments on the claim is dispersed

across various local-, district-, and state-level organizations.

However, as we noted earlier, the claims process becomes

increasingly concentrated in specialized units and state-level
agencies when the claims establishment and the later stages of

the process are reached. Thus, 33 states have a specialized

claims/collections unit and 16 states have a fraud/investigation
unit who are involved in arranging for claims payments. Over

one-half of both types of units are operating at the state-
level.
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TABLE II.19

FUNCTIONAL LEVEL OF THE STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR
ARRANGING FOR PAYMENT OF THE CLAIM

Number of States

Claims,/ Fraud/

Collections Investigation Legal

Agency Unit Unit Authority Total

Level of Operation

Local/county 27 10 4 13 30
District/region 0 4 3 4 6
State 2 21 9 14 28

Aillevels 27 33 16 31 51

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.12 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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In attempting to obtain claims payments from the clients, states

use varying schedules for mailing demand letters. The majority

of the states have instituted policies to mail demand letters

every 30 days; however, the number of demand letters which will

be mailed ranges from 1 to a specified maximum of 16.14/ Other
methods which are frequently used to notify households of a

delinquent claim include late payment letters and periodic bills
sent to the household. 15/

Collecting claims payments from households which are no longer

participating in the program and from households with claims due

to agency error poses a significant problem, since such

overpayments cannot, in general, be collected by recouping

benefits.l__66/ Under the Omnibus Reconciliation Acts of 1981 and
1982, Congress provided states with the authority to use any
alternative collection method available under state law; further

legislation in 1985 (the Food Security Act of 1985) required
that states use all cost-effective collection methods for food

stamp overpayments. As shown in Table II.20, 37 states current-

ly use some type of alternative collection technique if they are

unable to collect through recoupment, although 5 states use the

alternative collection methods only for fraud claims.l__7/ The
most common such alternative methods are tax refund intercepts,

wage garnishment, small claims court, and property liens.

In terms of the frequency with which they are applied, several

states reported that alternative collection methods are viewed
as an extreme solution and are used only rarely. Other states

reported that, while they are applied infrequently, the threat

of their imposition is often quite effective at generating

payments on delinquent claims. Overall, tax refund intercepts,

small claims court, and wage garnishment were the 3 most
commonly used methods by states when an alternative collection

method was applied.

14/A number of states have not established a standard number of
demand letters to be mailed.

15/Appendix Table A.12 contains the detailed state-level
information on demand letters and other methods used to notify

households of the delinquent claim.

16/Claims due to agency error can be collected through

recoupment only if the client agrees to that type of repayment.

17/The states were not asked about what methods were available

to them under state law, only about which methods they used.
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TABLE 11.20

FREQUENCY WITH WHICH ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION

METHODS ARE USED TO PURSUE DELINQUENT CLAIMS

Number of States Using
More Than One Method

Ranking the Alternative
Collection Method as the

Characteristic Number of States Method Used Most Frequently

States Using
Alternative

Collection Methods 37b/ 23

Collection Method

Taxrefundintercept 16 7

Wagegarnishment 17 4
Propertyliens 14 2
Smallclaimscourt 15 5

Privatecollection 7 1

agency
Creditbureau 5 1

Civil§ctions 5 2
Other_ ! 7 1

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. 13 contains the detailed information for each of the 51
states.

--a/Includes oil revenue intercept; requirement that the client work at a state

agency to pay off the claim; state collection agency; and garnishment of

circuit breakers (property tax relief for the elderly), college grants,
and bank accounts.

b/Five states use the alternative collection methods to pursue delinquent fraud
claims only.
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A substantial number (15) of the 37 states that do alternative

collection methods have no established policies for determining

which delinquent cases should be pursued with them (see Table
II.21.) Of the remaining 22 states which do have established

policies, 3 states pursue all delinquent cases and 19 states

screen cases on, among other characteristics, whether or not the
claim is a fraud claim, whether or not the household is a

current program participant, the length of time that the claim

has been delinquent, and the dollar amount outstanding on the
claim. The screening of cases (in those state where it occurs)
and the initiation of the alternative collection actions are

performed almost exclusively by specialized units; only 3 states
rely solely on staff workers in the local offices (see Appendix

Table A.13). Furthermore, because about 70 percent of the

states operate the alternative collections activities, at least
in part, in state and/or district offices, the use of alter-

native collection methods appears to be largely a centralized
process.

I. CLAIMS SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION

According to federal regulations, a claim for which collection

actions have been initiated and the required number of demand

letters sent can be suspended when--

o the household cannot be located, or

o the cost of further collection action is likely to exceed the
amount that can be recovered.

A claim can be terminated after it has been held in suspension

for three years and has been determined to be uncollectible.

Appendix Tables A.14 and A.15 summarize the characteristics of

the states' processes for, respectively, the suspension and
termination of claims.

As noted in Appendix Table A. 14, three states do not suspend
claims at all, one state does not suspend fraud claims, and one

state reported that claims are suspended very rarely. In three

of these five states (the District of Columbia, New Hampshire,

and Wisconsin), claims suspension is not used or is seldom used

because of a policy which requires that claims be pursued

continually. In the remaining two states (Hawaii and the Virgin

Islands), procedures for suspending claims are now being
implemented.

For the states which do suspend claims, the majority have

instituted some type of system for reviewing delinquent claims
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TABLE 11.21

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CASE WHICH ENTER INTO THE DECISION

TO PURSUE THE CASE WITH ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS

Characteristic Number of States

States Using Alternative
CollectionMethods 37

Characteristics of

Case That

Increases the

Likelihood of

Pursuit

Dollaramount 14

Inactivecase 10

Long-termdeliquency 11

Age of erroror claim 3
Public Assistance household 2

Fraudqlaim 14
Other-a! 5

No EstablishedPolicy 15

AilCasesPursued 3

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.13 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.

--a/Includes errors due to unreported income, household currently

employed or has resources, and nonadjudicated fraud cases.
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to determine whether they should be suspended (see Table

II.22). Most states reported that this review process was

manual and very time-consuming. Thus, because of the shortage

of staff, the review often does not occur in a timely manner and

is not viewed as an effective method for maintaining an accurate

account of the collectible claims that are outstanding. Fewer
than one-half of the states reported that the claims suspension

decision was reviewed by higher level staff.

Although claims can be terminated after being held in suspension

for 3 years, 19 states reported that suspended claims were
carried on the books for longer periods of time (see Table

II.23). The time periods and reasons for carrying the suspended

claims varied, although 4 states have legal requirements which

prevent the forgiveness of a debt against the state and thus

must carry the suspended claim indefinitely. Other frequently

cited reasons for carrying suspended claims beyond the required

three years were (t) the continuation of efforts to collect on

the claim, and (2) the shortage of staff and/or resources for

the relatively low priority functions of claims suspension and

termination. Again, fewer than one-half of the states reported

that claims termination decisions are reviewed by higher level
staff.

J. CLAIMS COLLECTION EFFECTIVENESS

Assessing the effectiveness of the claims collection process

(and the various stages of the process) in each state, requires

data on the flow of cases through each stage of that claims

process. In particular, it is important to determine:

o The proportion of food stamp cases with an overissuance

o The proportion of overissuances that are identified

o The proportion of identified overissuances that lead to claim
referrals

o The proportion of claims referrals that lead to established
claims

o The proportion of established claims for which collections
are obtained

o The proportion of established claims that become delinquent

o The proportion of claims that are eligible for suspension

that are in fact suspended
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TABLE II.22

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAIMS SUSPENSION

Characteristic Numberof States

StatesSuspendingClaims 48

Existence of Claims Review

Process to Determine

Which Claims Are

Eligible for Suspension
Yes 35

No 12

InformationNot Available 1

Claims Suspension
Decisions Are Reviewed

by Higher Level Staff
Yes 20

No 28

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.14 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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TABLE 11.23

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAIM TERMINATION

Characteristic Number of States

StatesTerminatingClaims 47

Suspended Claims
Carried on Books

Longer Than
Required Three Years
Yes 19
No 28

Claim Termination
Decisions Are

Reviewed by Higher
Level Staff

Yes 20

No 27

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.15 contains the detailed information for each
of the 51 states.
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o The proportion of claims that are eligible for termination
that are in fact terminated

It would also be useful to break the proportions down into those

overissuances and claims associated with agency errors,

household errors, and fraud (or suspected fraud), and to obtain
such information over a period of time. Observations over time

would indicate the stability of the relationships.

Unfortunately, as we noted earlier, the state FSAs do not

maintain the information that is necessary for examining the

effectiveness of the claims/collection process.18/ Thus, in
obtaining a rough picture of the effectivenes of various claims

collection systems, it is necessary to rely on professional
estimates of effectiveness and the limited data available from

the Form FNS-209 reports.

Professional The first issue addressed is the existence of a backlog of
Estimates overissuances and claims to be processed at various stages

of the claims process. As noted in Table II.24, only 5 states

reported that they were able to handle overissuances and claims

in a timely manner, and that no backlogs existed. Two other

states reported that they had no backlogs of nonfraud

overissuances or claims, but that backlogs of fraud claims had

developed because of the longer time requirements of fraud

investigations and the low priority placed upon fraud

prosecution by the courts. A numher of other states cited the
long delays in investigating and establishing fraud claims as a

major cause of their backlogs of fraud and suspected fraud
cases. However, the most frequent reasons given for the

existence of backlogs of overissuance and claims were the

shortage of staff and/or resources devoted to claims collection

activities and the relatively low priority of claims collections
within the scope of FSA functions.

The professional estimates of the percentages of cases handled

successfully at each stage of the claims process reported in

Table II.25 are based solely upon the respondent's knowledge of

their state systems. In no state was the respondent able to
base his or her estimates on hard data. Consequently, these

_-/However, several states reported that it would be possible to

draw at least part of the needed information from their
automated systems.

51



TABLE II.24

REASONS GIVEN FOR THE BACKLOG OF OVERISSUANCES

AND CLAIMS TO BE PROCESSED

Characteristic Numberof States

Stateswitha Backlog 46

Reason for Backlog

Shortage of Staff/Resources 32

Claimsare Low Priority 17
Process is Slow for Fraud Cases 9

Lack of Data Processing Capabilities 4

Limitations on Recoupment/Weak Regulations 4

NoReasonGiven 4

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. 16 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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TABLE II.25

ROUGH PROFESSIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS

OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

Effectiveness Range of Median Providing
Measure Values Value an Estimate

Percentage of:

IdentifiedOverissuances 33-100 95 21

That Result in

Claim Referrals

ClaimReferrals 34-100 98 31

That Result in

Established Claims

ClaimReferrals 8-99 70 35

for Suspected Fraud
That Result in

Established Fraud Claims

EstablishedClaims 15-100 65 34

for Which Some

Collections Are Made

EstablishedClaims 15-90 50 33

That Eventually

Become Delinquent

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.16 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states.
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data should be viewed as rough professional judgments on the

effectiveness of the systems.19_._/

Although respondents in a substantial number of states were not

able to provide estimates of system effectiveness, the

information that was provided suggests that the claims referral

and claims establishment stages of the process are believed to
be fairly effective, and that the establishment of nonfraud
claims is more successful than the establishment of fraud

claims. The collection of payments on the established claims

appears to be much less effective; only one state reported some

collections from every case established. The estimated
percentage of established claims that eventually become

delinquent ranged from a iow of 15 to a high of 90 percent.
Twenty-four of the 33 states which provided information

estimated that 50 percent or more of their established claims

eventually become delinquent (Appendix Table A. 16).

Existing The existing data for examining the effectiveness of state

Data claim collection processes include QC error rates (to
estimate the level of overissuances) and information from Form

FNS-209. While these data can be used to construct rough

measures of the effectiveness of the claims collection system

(as reported in Table II.26), several problems are associated

with these measures. First, there is evidence (OIG, 1985) that

the timely and accurate reporting from state agencies to FNS on

claim activities via Form FNS-209 is problematic. Thus, the

available claims data may not be of particularly high quality.

Second, measuring the effectiveness of the claims process

requires information on the flow of cases through the process.

The Form FNS-209 provides information on the current status of

the cases within the system at a single point in time; conse-
quently, the measures of effectiveness that can be constructed
are based upon inappropriate time frames. For example, instead

of the desired measure of the proportion of claims referrals

that lead to established claims over some time period, the con-

structed variable using Form FNS-209 data is the ratio of the

total number of claims established during the fiscal year to the

total number of claims referrals made during the same fiscal

year. It is not clear how closely the constructed variables

based on the Form FNS-209 data will approximate the desired
measures of effectiveness.

Based on the most recent QC error rate data available (FY 1984)
to construct an estimate of the total issuance in error in FY

19/Note there are no professional estimates for the

effectiveness of the beginning stages of the claims process
(i.e., the detection of overissuances).
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TABLE 11.26

ROUGH MEASURES OF THE EFFECTIVENSS OF THE

CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, FY 1985

Effectiveness Rangeof Median
Measure Values Value

Value of Claims $4.67 - $73.07 $14.64
Established for

Each $100 of Food Stamps
Issued in Error

Value of Claims $7.08 - $68.75 $37.97

Collected for

Each $100 of
Claims Established

Value of Claims $1.24- $24.32 $5.36

Collected for

Each $100 of Food Stamps
Issued in Error

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. 17 contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states (and also information for California and

North Dakota).
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1985 for each state and the state's Form FNS-209 data on claims

collection activities in FY 1985, three rough measures of the

effectiveness of the state's claims collections process were
obtained (see Table 11.26).20/ The dollar value of claims

established in FY 1985 for each $I00 of food stamps issued in

error in FY 1985 ranged from $4.67 for Louisiana to $73.07 for
Hawaii. It would appear that states at the higher end of the

range effectively identify and pursue overissuances through
claims establishment, while states at the lower end of the range

do not identify existing overissuances and/or do not effectively
establish claims once the overissuance has been discovered.

Furthermore, with the median value at $14.64 of established

claims for each $100 of food stamps issued in error, it appears

that the claims collection process from the detection through

the claims establishment stages is not particularly effective.

The states would appear to be somewhat more successful at the

collection stage of the claims process; the median value of
claims collections in FY 1985 for each $100 of claims

established in FY 1985 was about $38. However, interpreting

this variable is rather difficult since (1) not all claims would

be expected to be paid off during the year in which they were

established, and (2) the measure compares FY 1985 collections on

all claims, regardless of when they were established, with all
claims established in FY 1985.

The final entry in Table II.26 is a rough measure of the

effectiveness of the overall claims collection process as it
relates total collections (on all claims) in FY 1985 to total

overissuances in FY 1985. With a median value of $5.36 of
collections in FY 1985 for each $100 in overissuances in that

period, it is clear that there is a great deal of room for

improvement in the claims collection processes.

20_Note/ that California and North Dakota are included in this

table.
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III. IDENTIFICATION OF DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Gaining an understanding of the different approaches adopted by

the states for claims collection and attempting to relate the

various approaches to measures of system effectiveness require
that the array of system characteristics presented in the

previous chapter be reduced to a smaller number of important

distinctions. In this section, the descriptive typotogies which

will be used to classify the claims collection processes are
defined, the state systems are characterized based on those
criteria, and the relative effectiveness of the states' claim

collection processes are examined using the descriptive
typology.

A. DEFINING THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Grouping the detailed characteristics of the state claims

collection processes to obtain summery descriptions of the state

systems is of course subjective; results depend on which system

features or capabilities are selected for the descriptive
typology, and what detailed characteristics are included in each

summary measure. The definitions of the descriptive typologies

used in this study are based upon the observed variation in the

detailed characteristics of the state systems generated by the
census and the subjective assessment of which characteristics

are most likely to be associated with the effectiveness and

efficiency of the claims process. I/ These descriptive typologies
are not all inclusive of the characteristics presented in the

previous chapter; however, they are intended to reflect the

major variations in the claims collection processes that were

observed in the census. As shown tn Table III.l, summary

measures are developed to characterize the organization and

operation of the claims collection process.

The descriptive typologies of Table III.1 cover six areas:

1. The organization of the claims collection process within the
state

2. The use of specialized staff to operate the claims collection
process

3. The extent to which the claims collection process is
automated

1--/Sincethe census data collection effort focused to a great

extent upon those factors that are believed to be associated

with the effectiveness and efficiency of the claims collection

process, these descriptive typologies will also focus upon those
factors.
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TABLE II1ol

OETAILED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STATEtS CLAIMS ODLLECTION PROCESS INCLUDB) IN

L,n THE DESCRIPT IVE TYPOLOGI ES
OO

Descriptive Detailed Characteristics Included In the

Typolag. y Descriptive Typo loci.y Measure Source

ORGANIZATION Level of responslblll_y for the operation of the claims collection Percentabe of the five stages Appendix Table A.I

OF THE process for fraud aM nonfraud claims Is et the district or state of the claims collection process

PROCESS level for: for fraud and nonfreud claims that

o claims InvestJetlons ara handled at the district or state

o clelmi establishment level.

o claims collections

o follow-up on dellnquant claims

o claims suspenslofi/termlnatlon

OPERATION SPecialized staff ara Involved In the Operation of the claims A binary (yes/no) variable Appendix Tables A. 11 and

OF THE collection process for: Indlcetlna the usa of specialized A.12
PROCESS o clalme establlsl_ent staff In the establishment and

o claims col lectlons col lectlons sta,Qes of the claims

col tact Ion process.

AUTOMATEO Claims col lectlon process Is automated for: Percentaqe of the four routine Appendix Table A, 3

FUNCTIONS o calculation of amount of overlssuance claim functions that ara auto-

o celculetlon of amount of recoupment mated,

o 41Kluctlon of recoupment amount fram Issuance

o ¢leesretlon of demand letters

AUTOM_TEO Automated history Is maintained for: Peroentage of the three types Appendix Table A.-_
HISTORY o case actions of claims histories that ere eeln-

o claims Imyments through recoupment rained by the automated system.
o claims payments through other methods

MANAGEHENT Methods used to manage the claims collection process Include: Percentage of the five ._lla;lement Appendix Tables A.4 and Aa5

NETHOOS o routine summary reports methods that are used In the

o routine re_orts on the status of Individual cases claims collection process,

o staff training.

o omnuala on claims collections

o established ties limits

MONITORING Nethods uS_KI to monitor Individual cases within the claims Percentabe of the three monl- Appendix Table A.6 and A.7

METHODS collection process Include: toting methods that ere used

o established tracklml, system In the claims collection process.

o system of flags

o systlm for aglag claims

ESTABLISHMENT Methods used to establish fraud claims Include: Percentm:le of the four estab- Appendix Table Aoll

METHODS o prosecution IlshmBnt methods that ara used

o dl_luellflcatlon coesent agreements to astabllsh fraud claims.

o admlnlstratlve disqualification heerlncls

o waivers of hearings

ALTERNATIVE Alternative collection msthods (e.g., tax refund Intercept, wage A binary (yes/no) variable Appendix Table A. 13

COLLECTION f3arnlstwent) used to pursue delinquent claims Indicating the use of at least

METH(_S one alternative col lectlon method.



4. The methods used to administer the claims collection process

5. The methods used to establish claims

6. The use of alternative methods to collect claims payments

The measures for each of the descriptive typologies are based on

either a simple yes/no distinction (e.g., specialized staff are
involved in claims establishment and collections) or a numeric

value for the total "value" of the component variables in that

descriptive typology (e.g., the percentage of the five stages of

the claims process for which operational responsibility is at

the district or state level). It is important to note that a

"yes" or a higher score for a particular descriptive typology

does not necessarily indicate a "better" system--it simply

indicates the degree to which the claims system possesses a

particular characteristic that is hypothesized to be associated

with the effectiveness of the claims collection process.

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The characterization of each state's claims collection process

based on the descriptive typologies is presented in Table

III.2.2_/ As indicated by the table, the states' claims
collection processes vary widely across each of the descriptive

typologies. With the exception of the measures of management

methods and establishment methods, each descriptive typology

includes states which do not possess that characteristic and
states which have a full value for that measure. In terms of

the management methods and establishment methods typologies, all
states use at least one of the methods included in each of the
measures. Further evidence of the variation in the states'

claims processes is indicated in Table III.3, which presents the

full range of response values for each of the descriptive
typologies.

While each of the descriptive typologies can be used to classify
the state claims collection processes independently, it is

2/To the extent that the state data collected in the census are

less than complete, the descriptive typology for that state will
reflect a preliminary overview of the claims collection

process. The more complete portrait of that state's system will

be prepared following the survey.
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C_ TABLE 111.2O

5UI4NARYOF SELECTED CHARA_ERISTICS OF CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

QPERATION AUTONATED

OF THE HISTORY:

ORGANIZATION PROCESS: AUTOI4RTED Per centaQe

OF THE 'SGeclallzed FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTEF_qATIVE

PROCESS: Staff Percentaqe Action MANAGEMENT NONITORI NG ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION

Peraentage Involved of Routine and Claims METHODS: METH(JOS: METHODS: METHODS:

of Claims I n Cla les C lalms Payment PercentaGe PercentaGe PercentaGe of A Iternet Ive

Process Establishment Functions Histories of 14anaciem_ant of Monltorln_ Establishment Collections

Jurisdiction Centralized and Col Imctlons Automated Automated Nethods Used Ne?hods Used Methods Used Ne?hods Used

A lebaron 0 No 25 100 100 67 IOO No

A leaks 80 Yes 75 100 60 67 I O0 Yes

Ar I zo_e 100 Ye_ 50 10(3 60 6T 100 Yes

Arkansas 80 Yes 75 100 100 I00 100 Yes

Colorado 0 Yes 50 0 60 100 75 Yes

Connect I cut 100 Yes 75 67 80 67 1O0 Yes

Delaware 100 Yes 50 33 60 67 leo Yes

District of Columbia 100 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes

Florida lO0 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes

Georgia 40 Yes 100 100 80 IO0 100 Yes

Guam 100 Yes 0 0 80 67 tOO No

Haws I I 60 No 100 67 80 67 100 No

Idaho 70 Yes 0 0 60 67 75 Yes

I I ]1 nell I00 Yes 0 100 80 33 100 Yes

I ndlana 20 No 0 33 60 67 50 Yes

Iowa I00 Yes 75 IO0 80 :53 50 Yes

KanSas 80 No 50 I00 80 67 100 Yes

Kentucky 100 Yes 25 33 100 6') 100 Yes

Louisiana I00 Yes 75 I00 I00 100 1OO Yes

Ma1ne 20 No 50 67 40 67 IO0 No

Nary la?id 50 No 0 33 60 67 100 Yes
14asSaChu_ts 100 Yes 75 67 60 100 1O0 Yes

Mlchlgefi _0 No 75 I00 80 33 100 Yes

MI nnesota 20 Yes 25 100 80 67 25 Yes

M I s s I ss I pp I 80 Yes 25 3.% 60 67 1O0 No

Missouri 80 Yes 25 100 1OO 6T 100 Yes

Nontena 70 No 25 67 60 67 75 Yes

Nebraska 50 No 25 67 60 67 I00 No

Nevada 0 Yes 75 I00 80 67 IO0 Yes

New Hampshire 100 Yes 0 33 60 67 75 Yes

New Jersey 0 Yes 0 0 80 6T 100 Yes



TABLE 111.2 (continued)

0PERATI ON AUTOMATED

OF THE HISTORY:

0RGkN IZATION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percent acle

OF THE Special Ized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE

PtI_0ClESS: Staff Percentage Act Ion MANAGEt4ENT MONITORING ESTABL ISHI4ENT OOLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and Claims METHOOS: NE_: METHODS: METHODS:
of C la Im I n Clalms C lalms Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of A I ternat I va

Process Establlshemnt Functions Histories of Menagement of Monitoring Estabmlshfimnt Collections

Jurisdiction Central Ized and Col lectlons Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used

New 14oxIoo 80 Yes lO0 lO0 80 33 100 NO

New York 0 Yes 50 IO0 60 67 100 Yes

North Carol Ina 20 No 75 I00 60 67 100 Yes

OI1Jo O Yes 0 0 60 100 I O0 Yes

Ok lahom 100 Yes SO 67 60 67 75 No

Or egofi I00 Yes 75 100 100 100 I00 Yes

Pennsylvania I00 Yes 25 100 60 67 50 Yes
Rhode Island gO Yes 50 100 60 100 100 No

So_h G_rol ina 20 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes

South Dakota 60 Yes 50 100 100 100 IO0 Yes

Tennessee 60 Yes 0 0 60 0 1O0 No

Texas 90 Yes 75 100 I00 IO0 75 Yes

Utah 80 Yes 50 67 60 67 100 Yes

Vermont 30 Yes 75 100 I00 67 I00 No

Virginia 50 No 0 IO0 80 67 50 No

VI rg I n Islands !00 Yes 100 0 40 67 IO0 No

Wash I ngton 70 Ye '75 100 80 67 100 Yes

West V Irg I n I a IO0 Yes 50 33 60 67 I OO Yes

WI stoas I n 0 No 100 0 20 67 25 No

WyaeI nq 50 Yes 25 100 100 67 75 Yes

O_
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TABLE III.3

FREQUENCIES OF STATES' RESPONSE VALUES FOR THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Descriptive Response Frequency

Typology Value (Percent)

ORGANIZATIONOF THE PROCESS: 0 13.7

Percentageof Claims 10-20 9.8
ProcessCentralized 30-40 3.9

50 9.8

60-70 11.8

80-90 17.7

100 33.3

100.0

OPERATIONOF THE PROCESS: Yes 76.5

SpecializedStaff Involvedin No 23.5
Establishmentand Collections 100.0

AUTOMATEDFUNCTIONS: Percentage 0 19.6
of RoutineClaimsFunctions 25 17.7

Automated 50 23.5

75 29.4
100 9.8

100.0

AUTOMATEDHISTORY: Percentage 0 15.7

of Case Action and Claims Payment 33 13.7
HistoriesAutomated 67 15.7

100 54·9
100.0

MANAGEMENTMETHODS: Percentage 0 0.0

of ManagementMethodsUsed 20 2.0
40 3.9

60 43·1

80 27·5

100 23.5

100.0
6

MONITORINGMETHODS: Percentage 0 2.0

of MonitoringMethodsUsed 33 7.8
67 66.7

100 23.5

100.0
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TABLE III.3 (continued)

Descriptive Response Frequency

Typology Value (Percent)

ESTABLISHMENTMETHODS: Percentage 0 0.0
of EstablishmentMethodsUsed 25 3.9

50 7.8

75 13.7

100 74.5

100.0

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTIONMETHODS: Yes 72.6

Alternative CollectionMethods Used No 27.5
100.0
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worth considering whether relationships exist among the

descriptive typologies which will facilitate grouping the claims
collection processes into a more concise classification scheme.

Table III.4 examines the relationships among the descriptive

typologies. The column entries in Table III.4 reflect the mean

response values for each of the descriptive typologies for all

states and for selected state subgroups. The subgroups of
states are defined on the basis of several of the descriptive

typologies (e.g., states with highly centralized claims

collection processes). For each of the state subgroups, the

mean value for each descriptive typology is compared with the

mean value for those states not included in that subgroup to

determine whether significant differences exist among the
responses. (Note that the mean values for the excluded states

are not reported in the table.) Significant differences in the

mean response values for a particular descriptive typology
(noted by an asterisk in the table) indicate a high correlation

between that descriptive typology and the descriptive typology

used to define the subgroup under consideration. Thus, the
related descriptive typologies could be used to distinguish more

concisely among different types of claims collection systems.

As shown in the table, only limited correlation exists among the

eight descriptive typologies. The subgroup of states with

highly centralized claims collection processes indicates that a
significant association exists between the extent to which the

claims process is centralized and the use of specialized staff
to operate the claims processes. All of the states with highly

centralized claim processes use specialized staff at the

establishment and collection stages of the claims process, while

about 77 percent of all states do so. Other significant
relationships which can be observed in Table III.4 include the

tendency of states which use specialized staff to use more of

the management methods included in the descriptive typologies,

and to be more likely to use at least one alternative collection

technique. In addition, states that have relatively high levels
of automation use more management methods.

Although there does not appear to be a simple classification

scheme that captures the wide variation in the state's claims

collection processes, it is perhaps useful to consider where

states fall within an arbitrary classification scheme that

focuses on a limited set of distinguishing characteristics. The
characteristics selected--the extent to which the claims process

is centralized, the use of automation, and the use of management
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TABLE 111,4

14EAN RESPONSEVALUES FOR DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES_ BY ALL STATES AND SELECTED STATE SUBGROUPS

States Using

States with States Usln 9 States with Routine All Four Fraud States Using. at

Descriptive Ail Highly Centralized Specialized Functions and Case Establishment Least One Alternative

Typology States Claims Processes Staff Histories Automated Methods Collection Technique

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROCESS:

Percentaae of Claims Process

Centralized 63.7 I00.0* 71.3* 68.4 65.3 65.7

OPERATION OF THE PROCESs:

Specialized Staff Involved in

Establishment and Collections 76.5 100.O* 100.0 ! 79.0 78,9 83.8"

AUTOHATED FUNCTIONiSI

Percentaqe of IRout_ne Claims

Functions Automated 46,0 50,0 49.4 57.9 # 52,6 # 47,3

AUTOMATEDHISTORY: Percemtage

of Case Action end Claims Payment
Histories Autamated 6g.9 66,6 70.1 86,0 t 72,8 74,B

MANAGI_4ENTMETHODS: Pe_cemt.age

at Nanegement Methods Used 73,3 72.9 7§,9* 77,41 7_,_ 76,2'

HOHITORIIV_ NIETHODS= Percentage

of t4onltorlr_ 14ethods Used 70,8 70,8 72,8 73,0 71.2 74.1'

ESTABLISHMENT METHODS=

Percentage of Establishment

Methods Used 89,7 gl,l 91,7 92,8 lO0,O _ 89,9

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS:

Alternative Collectlcm Methods

Used 72,6 82.4 79.5' 76.3 71,1 I00.0"

Number of States 51 51 39 38 38 37

"The mean for this state subgroup Is significantly different from the mean for the re_alnlng states at the 10 percent level (one-tailed test).

O_
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and monitoring methods--are among those believed to be closely
associated with the effectiveness and efficiency of the claims

collection process. However, because numerous other factors may

affect the claims collection system, this attempt at classifying
the state's claims processes should be viewed simply as one

method of distinguishing among the types of processes rather

than as an attempt to grade or rate the state agencies. Figure
III.1 presents the classification of state claims collection

processes based on this three-way classification scheme.

C. RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES

Using two of the rough measures of effectiveness from Appendix
Table A.17, we have constructed two indices of the relative

effectiveness of the states' claims collection processes.3/ The
two indices are (1) states with both of the effectiveness

measures above their respective median values and (2) states

with neither of the effectiveness measures above their respec-
tive median values. Thus, the first index identifies states

which appear to be particularly successful at claims collection,

while the second identifies states which appear to be less

successful. In Table III.5, subgroups of states defined on the
basis of these two indices are examined to determine whether any

of the descriptive typologies distinguish between the relatively
effective or less effective systems.

Not surprisingly, given the poor quality of the effectiveness

data, a close relationship does not appear to exist between any
of the characteristics included in the descriptive typologies
and the measures of claims collection effectiveness. The

descriptive typologies do not distinguish between states which
are successful relative to all other states and states which are

less successful relative to all other states. Nor do the

descriptive typologies distinguish between the 10 relatively
successful and 12 relatively less successful states. However,

given the poor quality of the effectiveness measures, it is not

clear whether this indicates that important dimensions have been

excluded from the descriptive profile or simply that the data

used to develop the effectiveness measures do not adequately
reflect the effectiveness of the states' claims collections

processes.

_/The two measures from Appendix Table A. 17 are the value of

claims established for each $100 of food stamps issued in error
and the value of claims collected for each $100 of claims

established.
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TABLE III.5

MEAN RESPONSE VALUES FOR DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES,
BY ROUGH MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

States with Both States with Neither

Effectiveness Effectiveness

Descriptive Measuresabove MeasureaboveIts

Typology theMedianValues MedianValue

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROCESS:

Percentage of Claims Process
Centralized 66.0 57.5

OPERATION OF THE PROCESS:

Specialized Staff Involved in
Establishmentand Collections 70.0 91.7

AUTOMATED FUNCTIONS:

Percentage of Routine Claims
FunctionsAutomated 50.0 52.1

AUTOMATED HISTORY: Percentage
of Case Action and Claims Payment
HistoriesAutomated 76.7 75.0

MANAGEMENT METHODS: Percentage

of ManagementMethodsUsed 74.0 70.0

MONITORING METHODS: Percentage

of MonitoringMethodsUsed 70.2 72.3

ESTABLISHMENT METHODS:

Percentage of Establishment
MethodsUsed 92.5 85.4

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS:

Alternative Collection Methods

Used 80.0 75.0

NumberofStates 10 12

The mean for this state subgroup is significantly different from the mean for the

remaining states at the 10 percent level (one-tailed test).
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C_
OO FIGURE II1.1

THREE-WAY CLASSIFICATION OF STATE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES

(I) Centralization of the Claims Collection Process

Substantial District/Region Some Dlstrlct/Realon Only Local/County

and/or State Involvement and/or State Involvement Involvement

(3] Automation of (2) Use of Management and (2) Use of Management and (21 Use of Management and

the Claims Monltorln_,,Method s Monltorln_ Methods Monltorlna Methods
Collection Substantial More Limited Substantial More Limited Substantial More Limited

ProceSs Use Usa Use Use Use Use

Highly Arkansas Alaska Georqla Michigan Nevada
Automated Florida Iowa South Carolina North Carolina

Louisiana Ney Mexico Vermont

Oregon Washington
Texas

Partially Connecticut Arizona Hawaii Indiana Alabama Colorado

Automated Kansas Delaware Minnesota Maine New York

Kentucky District of Columbia South Dakota Maryland Wisconsin
Missouri Illinois Vlrqlnla Montana

Massachusetts Wyoming Nebraska

Mississippi

New Hampshire

Oklahoma

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

Utah

Vlrqln Islands

West Virginia

Manual Guam Idaho New Jersey Ohio
Tennessee

NOTES: The breakdowns within the three dimensions of the classification scheme are derived from the descriptive typology of Table II1ol and are

as fotlows: (1) Centralization of the Claims Collection Process: states with 80 percent or more of their claims process centralized

are classlflad as having .substantial district/region and/or state Involvement"; states with no district/region of state-level

Involvement In their claims process are classified as havlnq "only local/county Involvement.; the remaining states are classified as

having "some district/region and/oK state Involvement." (2) Usa of Manaaement and Monitoring Methods: states using 80 percent or more

of the management methods and 67 percent or more of the monltorlnq methods are classified as having asubstentlal use" of management and

monltorlnQ methods; the remaining states are classified as having "more tlmlted usa," (3) Automation of the Claims Collection

Process: states with 75 percent or more of the routine claims functions automated and 100 percent of the case action and claims payment

histories automated ara classified as having 'hlqhly automated" claims collection processes; states with no automation of either claims

functions; or claims histories are classified as "manual" processes; the remaining states are classified as having "partially automated'*

claims collection processes.
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SUPPLEHENTAL TABLES



TASL[ A.I

0RGNJIZATION OF THE CLAIMS C_LECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Stlte LMI of RetLDonsIblII _ for OjN)rlltlon of the Clllll Procell (,91.00) Ulle of SplCllilZed Stiff

Su94H*vlI441/ Invelflll41tlc#sl I_ltllbllslvleat ColleCtions follaw-up Jot DellfiqMHtt Ctlllms ___sJmfillo_/TenlJn41tlofi Cllllll/ Freud/

Gounty Sulk tMI Col lect laml t nvelt Iget Ioml
Jurildlctl_4 /_P_t_lltM'ed Irrdm4 14aefreud Fried KoRfreud Frame Ncmfrlud Freud lemtreml Fraud Na#trlud Still _' U_lt Still or Ufilt

Al&berne Yes L L L L L L L L L L S
Aleski No L L S S S S S S S S S S

Ar t l_ml No L,S L.S S S S S S S S S L,S S
Ar lulnsll NO L L S S S S S S S S S S
CoI credo Yes L L L L L L L L L L L L

Ca_#ect lout No S L .S S L.S S S S S L.S L ,S L .D.S S

IMi4)lerl fid L.S S S S S S S S S S S S
Olltrlct of COILqlbll NO S S S S S S S S S S S S

Florlde NO S O S D O O O O D O D,S O

C4orglli Yea L.S L L,S L L.S L L.S L L L S

Gum No S S S S S S S S S S S S

Hewel I W) L.S k S L S S S S N.A. N.A. S

IdebO ldo L,S L L L L,O L,O L,D L,D L,D L,O L,O L,O,S
IIIIHlS NO LeS L,S L.S L,S S S S S S S S S

I nd Ii#Ii YN L L L / L L L.S L,S L L L

Io_e NO L,S L,S L.S L,S S S S S S S S $

KansIIl ND L.D L D L L.D.S L.S D.S S S S D

_C_ Kentucky MO L,S L.S L.S L.S L.S L.S L,S I..S S S L,S S
I I.ou I · llfii ND L,D L.D S S S S S S S S S O.S

Nfl IW_ NO L L L L L L L L S S S S

biery I Ired Yes L,S L.S L.S L L.S L L.S L L L L L,S
NessKhesettl NO S L .S S S S S S S S S S S

t4tch Igl)n NO S L S L.S L L S S L L L.S L.S
MInnelotB Yel L L L L L L L L L, S L ,S L L

M_Is hlISIplll NO L.S t..S S S L.S L.S L L S S L.S S

HI I11oeJrl NO L L D,S [I,S L.S L.S L.S L.S L,S L.S D
Montini yes L L L,S L S S S S S S S

Nel_imsk8 Mo L.S I L L L.S L S L S L,S S
HevSdJ #k3 L L L L L L L L L L L ,S L

Hey HallpSh I re NO S S S S S S S S S S S S

NeyJetlelr Yel L IL I. / L L L L L L L L



TABLE A.I I¢ontllM)

Stlte __ Level of Respofillbll!S_ for Oj_etlcK1 of the Clillll Procelil (_l,OCi) Use ot S_llllled Stiff
SUpM'vlIMI/ laVelitt_lltlcwlI [stilblllhlllmt Collections _FollOll-Up for __[_/IfKImlnt .C.ielms $UII[_IISlIOfi/T4)KIIIMItIM ClilIll/ FrM4(I/
Cc_nty SuIIWCtM Col Iect lees InvHt Igas Icell

JurllKIIctlc_ Mel#letM'ed Frlull Nanfrsud Freud Nontreud Frlu(I NonfrmM Frill Nmlfrlud Freml blr41ud Stiff ar Unit stir/ ar Unit

mm Mlxl Oo No L,S L L,$ L S $ S S S S S S

Nlm York Yam L L L L L L L L L L L,S L
North C:lroI Ina Yes L L L L L,S L,$ L L L L L L

Ohio Yes L L L L L L L L L L L,S
Okll_ml No L,S L.S S S S S S S S S S S

Oregon No L,D,S L,D L.S L.S S S S S S S DS

Pennsylvenll No L,S L.S L,S L.S $ S S S S S L.S
Rhc_41 I II I Ilfid HO L.S L S S S $ S S $ S S S

South CIIroI I MI Yel L,S L L,S L L L L L L L L
South Dakota HO L L L L D,S D,S D,S O.S $ S L.D.S

ZenmeM) No L L L,S L,S L,S L L.S L L,S L,S L

TexlS NO O D L,O L,D S L,D $ L,O S L L.O L.5
Utlh 140 L L S S S S S S S S L.S

verm_t NO S L L L S S L t L L S

v legllllll Yes L L L,S L L,S L.S L L L.S L.S L L

Virgin lIB IMIdl No L_ L,D O D 0 0 S S S S O S
vaskl_ee ted L k L.S L 5 S S S S S L.S S

#1st Vlrghilt No O O O 0 S $ S S O O S S
WlKamIIn YM L L L L L L L L L L L

_> I_cm In 9 No t L L,S L L L L S L,S S S L.S
I

L_

KEY, Level of RM_cmllbligy ami SIN_IelIIM Stiff. L * LociI/Coemty
D - Dlstrlct/iqeglall
S - Stlte

NeAo · Not MI IMII

NOTE5: The cllll ri/trill Itlgl M file cllll coIllctlm _OCIII II not I_Clu4ed unde_ 9fro tlble entry "Level of blponllblllfy # b_.lule It II · Iocll/oounty fN_CflOn IA nil Itlta, h ?l_le entry

1Ule Of S_lCIIIIIId Stifle II dF-- f_aB I wire o1 IS queltlQnl v#lch !OCUl uPOn the division of relpOnllbllltla fcr fhe vlrlc_l itlgll Of thl cilia Irccell, Thole qulltlanl ere: Q_,O0,
g_.04J, _J.17. 1_.24. _.07, Q6.0e, QT.00, gT.01. _.0Z, (II.Mil, qe.Oeb, QS.0ec, Qg.0Q, Q9.07, led Q9.1).

II41_1111 a riot I_1111_ _ tlrllfilgl Clllll,



TABLE A,2

T_E INTEGRATION OF THE FOOD STAMP CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCIESSWITH THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSOF OTHER PROGRAMS,BY STATE

Claim

Collection StaCle of the Claims Collectlm Process (01.02)
Process IS

Int_(ireted Fol IoV-UD for Suspefislon/

Jurlsdlctlm (O1.01) Referral Inves?lqatlofis Establ lshm_fit Col lectlofis O®l Inqulmt Claims Termlnat Ion

AlabamB No

Alaska Yes A A A A A A

Ar I zofilt Yes A,G ArG A ,G A,G A,O A ,G

ArkansIIS Yes A,N,G A,MrG A,14,G A,MrG A,H,G ApH,G

Color!KIo Yes A_4 A,M A,M

Con_ect I Cut Yes A A A

Der awllre Yes A,MrG ApM,G A,MoG A,HwG A.MrO ArHrG

District 04 Columbia Yes A,M,G A,M_G

Flot Idll Yes A.M A,M A_M A,H A,M ArM
Gec_qle Yes A A A A A A

GuM Yes A A A A A A

Hevel I Yes A,M,G A,H,G A,M,G ApM,O A,MrG

IdMto Yes ArM ApM A,H ArM A,M ApM

I I I I nollr, Yes A,M,G A,M,G A,H,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G

Indian& YeS A,WI ArM A,M A,M A A

Iowlt Yes AwN A,M A,M ArM AwM ArM
Kenses YeS A,M.G A,#,G ArH,(_ AfH,G

KImtucky NO

_/> Louisiana Yes A_.M,G A,H,G A,M,,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G
I

_._ MeI ne Yes A A A A A A

Hery la.nd Yes A,N,G A,H,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,HrG
Massachusetts Yes A,N,B A,N f,G A,N ,G A,M ,G A, 14,G A,H ,G

Mlch Iglm Yes A,H,G A_.M,G A,O A,G A,G

Ml nnesc_e Yes A A,M,G A A A A

Mississippi Yes A,M A,N ApM A A A

Missouri Yes A,M.G AjM_G A,H,G A,M,G A,M_G A,H,G

Holq_81_ll Yes AwM_O A,MmG A,M,G AtM,G A,N,G AtM.G
Nebrmskm No

Plays(la No

NeW HIROShI I_ yeS A,MrG

NllW Jet'llVy Yes A,M ArM A,M A,M A,M ApM



TABLE A°2 (ecmtlnued)

k
Clmlm

Collectlae Stecle of the Claims Collectlm Pracess (OI.O2)
Process Is

I!ltMrlted Fol Io_-up for S4/sp41asloft/

Jurisdiction (OI.O1) Referrel InvestIclatlons Estnbl Ishment Col lectlons Del InCluefit Clllms Termination

Hew Mexico Yes A,M,G A,H,G A,H,G A,14,G A,H,G A,N,G

t4ev York Yes A,H,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,H,G A,H,G

North Cerol 1fi4l Yes A_H,G

Oh Io Yes A,M,G A_H,G A,M,G A A,M,G A,M,G

Ok Iehoma Yes A,M A,14 A,14 A ,M A,H AwN

Oreclon Yes A,M,G A,H_G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,H,G

Pennsy I van le Yes A,M tG A,H,G A_M_G A,M,G A,14,G A,H,G

Rhode I SIBIIKI Yes A,M,G A.H,G A,#,G A,H,G A,H,G
South Caf'ol I ne No

South Dlkote Yes A A A A A,M k,N

Te_fiols4m Yes A A A A A A

Texas Yes ArM AwN A_M A,M A,M A,M

Utah Yll A,III_G A,14,G A,M,G AtM,O A pI4,G A,14,G

Vermont Yes A,M,G AwMmG A,14,G A,MwG A,#,G A,M,G

Vlrglnle Yes A,M,G A,M

Vlrqln Islands No

Vashl fiCItOfi Yes Aw,Mpg ApMwg AtM,G A,M,G A,t4pg AtMtG

Vest Vlrqlnla Yes A,H_G A,M,G A,Md3 A,M,G ApMtG

V I scons In Yes A,M_G A_N,G A,I4,G A,#,G A.H,G A,M,G

vyallnq Yll ApMtg A,H,l_ A,M_G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G

I

KEY! _PrcKIremsz A · AFGC er
H - 14edl_lld

G m GIII4N'II AltlltlfiCl ar b4H'al Rell®f



TABLE A.]l

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AUTONATEDCLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

Functions Performed by the Autwted Claim Col lectlm Process
Claim Celculstlon of Calculation of Oeductlon of I_llntEmanca of Nalnte_anca of Maintenance of

Process Is /_ount of Amount of RecmWmmt /Mmunt Generation of HistOry of History of Claim Pa_ents ' History of Claim
Autemeted Overlssunnca Recoupmt Fram Issuance Demand Litters Case Actions Recoupment Other Payments Suspensions

Jut lsd Ict lea (93.09) , (Q3.05) (_)3tO?) ' (_3.07) .......... (_3.07) (93,_08) (q5.08) (93.08) (0_.08)

A I aM Yes No No Yes No YeS Yes Yes Yes

A Ieskn Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Arizona Yes No YeS Yes No Latest only Yes Yes Yes
Arkansas yes No Yeti Yes Yes ! yes Yes Yes Yes

Co lore(Ia Yes No Yes Yes No No No No NO

Connoct Icut Yes Yes Yes Yes No NO Yes Yes No

O411Nlra Yes NO Yes Yes No No Yes NO NO

District Of Columbia Yes NO Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

F IOr Ide Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No

Georg le Yes Yes I Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Guam NO

14m/el I Yes NO No Yes No No Yes Yes . No

IdehO NO4

I I I IAolll Yes NO No No NO Yes Yes Yes Yes

Indllne Yes NO NO No No Latest only No No No

_:_ Ictus Yes No Yes Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
I Kansas Yes NO No Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes

C_ Kentucky Yes NO No Yes NO NO NO Yes YeS
Lou I s I She Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

PMI ne Yes No Yes YeS No Yes Yes No No

Nary I and Yes No NO No No NO Yes NO No
PMssechul4rt ts Yes NO Yes yeS yes I NO YeS Yes Yes

g Ich Iges Yes NO Yes YeS Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes2
141nmesote Yes3 No No No Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes

Nlstlsslpl)l Yes No No No yes No Yes OK Yes2

HI el(mr I YeS No No No Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes

14ontelgl Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Nebi'lliskl Yes3 No No yes NO NO Yes Yes Yes

NeYedll Yes 14o Yes Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes Yes

PMv PMmpshI re Yes No No No No No Yes NO No

NW Jersey No



TABLE A.3 (continued)

Functions Performed by the Automated Claims Collection Process

CleI_ Calculntlo_ of Calculation of Oeductlon of Neln?enance of 14elnteeem;e of Halntenance of

Process Il Mount of kmount of Recoupment tmount G4meretlo_ of History of History of CIBll Payments History of Claim

Aut¢meted Overl$luaneJ ReCOUl_4mt Fram Issuance Demend Letter$ Case /_tlOnl Recoupmefit Other Pnymlmtl Suspenslon$

Jur I_ Ictlofi ((_3_) (93,o5) (93.071 (q),o?) (93.o7) (q3.oe) (Qs.oe) (9_.oe) _(_}z_._._..........

Hw Hixl co Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Y4s Yes Yes Yes

N4m York yes 3 Ho yes Yes No YeS Yes Yes No

North Gerol 11t4 Yes H0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yem Yes Yes

Ohio NO

Ok141_ Yell ldo Yes Yes No No Yes Yes bio

Oregcm Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pennsylvmnlt Yes Ho No NO Yen Lstest rely Yes Yes Yes

Rhode l$1end Yes HO Yes YeS No Latest only Yes Yes No

South (_rol Iai Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho Yes Yes Yes Yes

Sou_h Omkotll YeS NO Yen Yes No Yes Yes Yes YeS

Tennessee No

Texlm Yes No Yes Yes Yes2 Letelt only 2 Yes Yes Yes

Utah Yes HO Yes Ye No No Yes Yes Yes

Vermamt Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Virginia Yei HO No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Virgin Ii I ImKIs Yes Yes Yet Yes Yes No NO NO No

1JoshI ngton Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yell Yes Yes Yes

kit Vir4/tll4 Yel HO Yes Yes No No YeS No NO
141SCOffSi n Yes Yes Yes YH YeS NO NO No Yes

_c_ gyoll ng Yes No NO Yes No Yes Yen Yes Yes
I

DK - InformitlMt riot Ivlllebte et time of Intervlem. f

1Tim resI)cmee Il Imeltlve for nofifrlud overlesue_cse end/em claim only.

Zrhe response Il Gltlve for freud (or Suspected frludl overfssuences end/or cllllms only.

_LThe eutmmted clllm collection system dQ4gl not cover the entire stntee

4Although not entamated et the time of the Intervtov, same components of the clnlm collectlno process mire Included In the mm computer system thet vas Instelled In November 1986.



TA!IL _ A.4

THE UP_ OF _ J_D STATUS REPORTS IN THE _)MINISTRATION OF TH[ CLAIMS COLLECTIGN PROCESS, BY STATE

Production

Frequlmcy illth llbltllNi lille'ti of it Limit
btlN reich Nollt of Ge_erll Ibtlne botts ce tlN Stlltu! of heeral One Set of

Summery I_etlfie SLeqry the Surety Dlstrll)vlrlon on the Stltus ot Imlllvldllll Cern gllSrrlbutlm Status

RdN_rtl I_portl P_4_O4_e41 Ref_rts /are of 5ulmlry Ifidlvl4ull Cites Prel_('lld by ot Stltu$ R_crtl Il
/bi*dj PrllldWed by StlKII of PrOC.mBS Prop4r41d Rwportl PreplBrld Stltl O_PProc:tis I_N_tl A4ltOmetld

JUt lsd Ictl_ (92._) (92.01) (_2,O1_ (92.01) (9J.14) (93.1_) (9._tt_) (9.%1S)

Al 41Om_ Yeo R,E,C,O,S M AL,AS,CS Yes R,E.O AL.AS,CL Yell

Alellm Yim I ,C.D,S # AS,CS yes RI.E.D 2 CS.FS Yes

Ad'I arofi4J Tel R,I, E,C,S M AL,AS.CL.CS yes R,E,O AS.GS Yes
A/'lummN Yes R, I, E ,C ,g, S N AL, AS,CS, FS Yet R, E ,D CS,FS Yes
C_lormlo Y_ C M AS,C1. No

_xlmmt ft_t YeS R,E,C M AL,AS Yes E,D AL,AS No
De I imare Tim E ,C X AS NO

DIitrlct of Columbll Y_ Ri I,E,C!O,S M AS,C5,1_ MO
FIM' Idl YN Rt.I $,E I ,C,D,S M AS,CO,FID Yes EoD (_) Yes

Gmargll Yml R, I ,[,C M AL ,AS NO

Gel TIs R,I ,E,C,O,S O CS,FS NO
HIWel t YeS I ,IE,C N AS,FS yes Rl ,E I ,D I FS Yes

Idtho NO Mo

I ! I Ilmll TN R, I ,E,C,D_S N CS.KS No
IMI ege YeS R,I ,E,C,D #,Q AS Ylm D /_ NO

tM YIdll E ,C ,O ,S N AL ,AS ,CS Yes E .0 CS Yesl

KlmlUII Yell E ,C,D ,S N /_, AS Vel_ [ ,O AL ,_ ,AS Y_

_> Kentucky Y4m _l.t ,E,C,D N AS,CS Yet R,[ CS 14o
J LH I $11q Yel E,C,D,S M CS,FS YIB R,E 0 C_. F5 Yes

C_
PlsIne No NO

Nlfylaed NO No NO

IlllghUllVftl PlO YeS R,dE /K, w/kS,CS YIPS
MlChlg4M_ Ye8 !.C O S M AL AS C:L.CS FL FS Yes E O AL AS,eL,CS FL.FS Y_F_

MII_l yel_ E,D,S N AL ,AS Yin E,D AiL Yes

Nl$$11_S Jpp I Y4m f , E C L 0 ,S H AL AD _ . FS

MIIIKN_KI TN R I.IE C 0 S N J_L.FI_ YN f4,{.O JUL,_ Yes

NOfit_ Yes IE.C,D,S N AL CS Yes E 0 AL Y_
I_brIsk_ 1rim g I C D.S N AL AS Yes R E,O AL AS Yes

le0 Yes E Cl..CS Yes

IMM Hi--Ire TN I_ I,E.C,O M AS.CS irs No

mm, ,IM-iw), TN C M AS CL Yes R.E.D AS CL Yes



TABLE A.4 Icofi?lnued)

I_*oduct IOff
FrMIveficy wltlll btlme Reeartn Ot 19 Leillt

btlem _ltch NDSt of gMlmrlt btlml I_el_rtl Oft _ Status Of (Melerel Omi Se9 of

Summery Illou91Mi Sulmery the $.llmlr v OIBtrlb.tlml on the Stltul of IndlvldMII C4IIJeSl OlltrlbutlMI Stltue

R_O_tl _tl Pre,ired RdK_'tl *re of Summery Individual _lll Preplred by of Stlfui _Oftl Il

Are Prl_ bY Stage ot Process prepared Reports Prepared Stlte of Pracell Illeflortl Automlted

J_lldlctlon , (_.O0) .... I92,01) ..... (q2mOI) ,492.0_1) , (q3.14) 19S.I_) (_,tl_) (_),1_) ,.,

Hew _xlCO _e* R,E,C _ AL,_S,C$ Yet R,E 0 AS,_L ¥N
Nam York Yes C,O,S H AL,AS _CL,CS,FL ND

NOrth Cerol Inn Yes E,C,S H AL,AS No
Ohio MB yd_ R,[,O AS Vet

Ok Ichain Vel R,I ,E,C,S # CS,FI NO

Or_lan Vis R,E ,C ,D ,S M AL, AD,CS Yes R, E ,D AL. AD,ASeCS Yes

Pef_syl venln Yes R,C # C;L,CS 14o
Jthod_ I fsi4md Yell R,I I,E,C,O H CS NO

Sc_th (_rollne Yen R_ I fEfC,DeS M AL,AS Y44 R,E ,D AL,AS gK

SOVV_ C_lkotn YeS E,C,D,S # AL,AD,CD,CS yes R,E OD,CS Yes

Tmmmsee NO No

Tmale Yen R,I,EI,c,D,S # M),AS Yin E,D I AS,C_,FS Yel

Utl_ VI4 R,t,E,C,D,S M _L,_S YeS R,E _,CS Yes

VfK_e9 Y4_ _,E,C,D,S N AL,AS YdKB R,E,D AL,AS HQ

Vlrglnl_ Yes E,C,S # AL Vel E /_L YeS

virgin I IIImdl NO Yes E,O CD yes

Mm_hla,Bt ol 'frei t* ,E ,C ,S 14 AS,CS ,F$ NO
WenV flrglnlm Vel R. I,E,C,D N N),_S NO
IIFISCOnSIn NO No

IIyam I fqJ Yfi_ ir _C I _ Yet IE,0 AL Yet

_>
I

KEY: Siege _f ProcMi Freqmmcy: # - At leelt emethly Distribution: A * Agency StlKJe of P_cceel
for Summry I_eartn; Il , NOflrrlll 0 ' Mte_ty C e Ctetil/_oltlctlon U_lt for Stltgl bportl: R * Referrll

I · Invelltlgetlcm I · Irregulnr F * Freud/lnveltlgetlcst U.I? E - Estibllslvleet
4; · EltlbllMIl_fit' D" Dellnqu4fit CIIllls

C * CoIlec?lCklli For _ of the i)bove,
D · Dell_qbxMt Clnlwill COde Mlether it IS:

$ e Sulpenslolt/Terllln41itlMi L · Lacnl/County

O - Dlstrlct_Reglon
DK · Infonlltlm not Iweilllbtl S · Stett

it tiM) of I(_tervJlm,

IFrned (ar Ikaip4ctld freud) Cel4Ni MIIy.

214olttrlm6 c_t4f_ O_ty.



TABLE A.5

STAFF TRAINING, AVAILABILITY OF NANUALS, AND THE USE OF
TINE LIMITS IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE

RKtent of Written

Training Nanual Established

Training in Claims on Claims Time Established
in Claims Processes Process Limits for Time Limits

Collection end Raphasia of Available Processing by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process

Jurisdiction (Q2.02), (_2.03) (q2.04) (q2.05) (_2.07) ,, (_2.07)

Alabama Yes R,T R Yes Yes R2,E
Alaska No Yes No

Arizona No No Yes R,!
Arkansas Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R,I,E2,C !
Colorado Yes N,T D,! Yes No

Connecticut Yea N,R,T D Yes No
Delaware Yes N,T D,R Yea No
District of Coltmbia Yes N,R,T D,C,R Yes No
Florida Yes N,T Varies 3 Yes Yes R,I,E 2
Georgia Yea N,R,T D Yea Yes E

Guam Yea N,R,T D Yes Yes R
Hawaii Yes N,R,T i,R Yes No

Idaho Yes N,T C Yes Yes E,C

i_ Illinois Yea N,R,T D Yea Yes R,I,E,C
Indiana No Yes No

cZ)

Iowa Yes N,R,T R Yes No
Kansas Yes T I Yea No

Kentucky Yes N,T P,D Yea Yea R,I_K
Louisiana Yes N,T R Yes Yes R,E,C
Maine Yes N,R,T D,C Yes No

Naryhnd Yes N,R,T R Yes Yea _:_Nassschusetts Yes N,T R NO Yes II,EI,c
Mtchissu Tea N,R,T O Yea No
Ninnesots Yes N,R,T R Yes No
Niseissippi Yes N,R,T R Yes No

Missouri Yes N,T D Yes Yes R,I,E,C
Montana NO Yes No
Nebraska No Yes No

Nevada Yes N,R,T D Yea Yea R,I_E
Nev H&mpahire Yes N,R,T I,R Yes No
New Jersey Yes N,R,T R Yes No



TABLE A.5 (continued)

Extent of Written

Training Nanual Established
Training in Claims on Claims Tine Established
in Claims Processes Process Limits for Time Limits

Collection and Emphasis of Available Processins by Stage
Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process

Jurisdiction (q2.02) (q2.t03) (q2.04) (q2.05) ............ (q2.07) (q2.07} ....

Nev Nexico Yes N,T D,I Yes No
New York Yes N,T D,R Yes No
North Carolina Yes N,R,T D,C Yes No
Ohio Yes N,R,T Varies 3 Yes No
Oklahoma Yes N,R,T P.D Yes No

Ore$on Yes N,T D,I,C Yes Yes R,I.C
Pennsylvania Yes N,T I,R Yes No
Rhode Island Yes N,T D,R Yes No

South Caroliea Yes N.R,T Varies 3 Yea Yes R,I,E,C
South Dakota Yes N,R.T I,C Yes Yes R,E,C

Tennessee Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes I.E,C
Texas Yes N,T Varies 3 Yen Yes E1
Utah Yes N,R,T C,R No No
Vermont Yes N,R)T D,R Yes Yes I,E

i_ Virsinie Yes N,T Yes NoVaries 3

_'_ Vir$in Islands Yes N.R,T C,R No No

Washington Yes N,R)T D,R Yes Yes E,C
West Vitlint& Yes N,R,T R Yes No
Wisconsin No Yes No

Wyomin S Yes N,T P,C Yes Yes I,E

KEY: Extent of Training: N - Training for ney hires

R - Refresher training
T - Retrainin 8 (as needed)

Emphasis of Ttainin8: P - Prevention of overissuances
D - Detection of overissuances
I m Investigation methods
C m Collectionnethods

R - Regulations and procedures

StaRe of Process: R - Referral
I - Investigation
E _ Establishment

C u Collections

rand (or suspected fraud) cases only.
Nonfraud cases only.

3The emphasis of the training varies across the state and/or across units.



TABLE A.6

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF TI_ _qtACKINB $YSTI]4 USED TO 140NITOR INDIVIDUAL CASES IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS. BY STATE

Established Tracking Systm Includes the 14ofiltorlmlof (Q3o10):

Tracking Computer Othi_ Tracking

Systes Match Apl_lrent Established Claim Suspa_ld Disqualified System Il

Jurisdiction (Q3.09) HIts Overlasuamces Referrals Investl_tlons Claims Collectlofil Claims Individuals Automated

Alabama Yes NO NO Yes NO Yea Yea Yes 14o Yea

Alaska Yes NO NO NO NO Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes

Arizona Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yea Yes Yes Yes

Arkansas Yes NO Ma Yes Yes Yea Yea Yes NO Yes

Colorado Yes No No No NO Yes Yes NO Yes Yes

Connecticut Yes Yea Yea Yea yes1 Y®sI Yea No Yes Partial

Delaware Yes NO Yes NO YesI Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial

Orstrlct of Columbia Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho Yes Partial

Florida Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yea Yes Ho Yes

Georgia YeS NO NO NO Ho Yes Yes Yes YeS Yes

Gum YeS NO NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Hawaii YeS Yes Yea YeS Yea Yes Yes Yes HO Partial

Idaho Yes NO Yes Yea Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes HO

Itilw_ols Yes Y_s NO Yes Yes Yes Ya$ Yas YeS Yes

Indiana yeS yes NO yesl yeti Yes I Yes No Yea No

lava Yes Yea Yes NO NO Yes Yes Yes NO Partial

Kansas YeS Ma NO No Ho Yea Yes Yes Yes Yes

:3> Kentucky YeS Yes Yes Yes NO Yin Yes Yes Yes Partial
I Louisiana YeS Ma NO Yea NO Yes Yes Yes YII Yes

Maine Yes Yes Yes YeS Yes Yes Yel Yes Yes Partial

Maryland Yes YeS Yes Yes Yea Yas YeS Yea YeS Ho
Massachusetts Yes YeS Yes No NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Michigan Yes Ma NO Yes Yes Yes Yes YesI No Partial
Minnesota Yes NO NO NO NO Yes Yes Yes NO YeS

Mississippi Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes Yes NO Yes Yes NO

Missouri Yes YeS Yes YeS Yes Yes YeS Yes YeS Yes

Hontana Yes Yea Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial

Nebraska Yes Yes NO No NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Nevada Yes No Ma HO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Naa Hempshlra YeS Yes Yea Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes HO

New Jersey YeS Yea Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho



TABLE A.6 (continued)

Established Tracking $yst_ Includes the Hc_ltorlnc_ of _((_3.10):

TrKklng C_mDuter Other Track lng

System Match Apl_remt Estebl Ilhed Claim SuSpendMI Olsquell Itled System I$

Jurisdiction (_15,09) Hits Over I esuaaces Referrals I nvaat Igat Ions Claims Gol lect Ions Claims Indlvldulls kutameted

New MaxI co Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yea No Yes

York Yes Yes Yes yes Yes Yes Yes 14o 14o Part Iai

North C_roI Ina YMI NO No NO No Yes Yes Yes Yea Yes

OhIo Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No yes No

Oklahoma Yea Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yea Yes NO Pert la I

Oregoe Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Pannsy I van Ia Yes NO 14o Yes Yes Yes Yes Yea No Yes
Rhode Island Yes Yes No yes Yel I Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial

South _roi Iha Yll NO NO Yes Yea Yes Yes Yes No Yes

South _kota Yes NO No Yes Yes Yell Yes Yes Yes Partial

TennessH NO

Texas Yes NO NO No YesI Yea Yes Yes Yes Yes

Utah Yes Yes Yes Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yea Part I a I

Vermont Yel) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part I a I

V Irg I n I a Yes NO NO No Yes1 NO Yes Yes Yes Part I a I

Virgin Islands Yes NO NO NO NO Yea Yes No NO Yea
Washtng ton YII Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Pert I a I

blest V Irglnll Yes NO Yea YeS Yes Yes Yes Yea Yes Partial
_> WIscone I n Yes NO No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yea Yes Pert I a I

I #yomIng Yes Yes Yes NO NO Yea Yes Yes Yea Per t I· I
L_

1The reaponle Is PoIItIvl tM' Irllwl (Or IlOIqlNI,C?_ frltJ4) overllluancel and/re' calais _ty,



TA/_ILE Ac7

CHNIIICTk'RISTIC_ OF .4OOlTIONAL NETll)OS uSED IN 14Ol4tTl_qlNG INDIVIDUN. GASES IN THE CLAIMS COLLECTION I_qccESS, IIf STATE

Systml fer Slgnlllln_ FIIcKI Are Fufictlofi41 Sylfel far
Stiff T_it I _le System Of Flogs System of PermeRently Level Of Stiff _l_ by _st_ far

Nd4ds F_rther Attefitlan Used by Stttut FII_I Il AtteL-_4d to to be Al_t_ Syltlm far Stitus of _lf_ II
I_l Used of Ctilm Autal_ted _ll Film _f Fliql I_glr_ elmira Claim _tcllmtld

Jut Isdlct lan (05,1 I) (0_, 17) (03,12) 403.12) ' (O3.1Z) (Q5.16) (03.17) (O_o lei

AlSbNm yes R,A,D,S Yes y4m AL ldo

Aliiki yes ApD,$ Yff Yes AL,CS NO

Ar I Zoni NO Yet O Yel

Ark411nlll YM R NO Yes AL Yen O,Rw I ,D_S Yel
CoIortdo Yel A ,O No Yil AL Yes S No

Connectlout NO Y4m D,S PertI· I

DeI liar® yes g, A ,O Yml Yea AL, _ No

District M _lIII K yN I,DjS 2 It)

FICf Idl YeS R,A NO Y4m AL Yei R,I ,D Yet
_qll yes A,O,S Tel Y_ AL Yell R,D,S Yes

YeS RI ,A NO YeS CS NO

Hlml I I Yes A,D Yet yet AL,KS NO

tdiho _rel R,A,D Pm'flit _ AL. No

tlllesll NO NO
11_4tWll Yd_ h_O Ho y4HI _L HO

)QIfil NO I_

Kes_el NO Yes OpS Y4s
Kmt_y Yes R,A,D,S Pertlll YeS _,_ NO

LaulIIM_ Yes RiA,O,S Yet YH CS,Fi YN O,S Pirtllt
NOIN yMI R' Yil Yes AL ,CS, FS NO

14err 14m4 NO Yes S No

NollK_14rttl yes A,$ yes Yes AL Yel O,R, I ,O,S PIwt lei
Nlchl_ NO NO

g Infietoti Yiltl Vir IeS_i NO

I #lsllsslppl Yes R,A,O _K NO AL NO

MI IIOUr I Yes _,A,O,S 144_ Yes AL _FT) Yes O,R, I ,O,S Yes

_t_ Yes R_A,S 14o Y_ AL No

Ne_iskl NO YMI 0,S P&rtlel

Ninredl YN A,D,$ Y(_ Yes AL_L NO

NI_ I_li_th I ri YH IIt,A NO Yes AL,CS NO
14_ Jl_r S_ Y_ R,k,_),S NO YN C_ ,_1L



TMILE A,7 (contJ_14d)

Systll far Slqfiel I IIKI Fie(IS Are F_ctlomlI Systm tar
Staff That · C_se System of FINa SysteB of Pei_lkifil_tly Level of Stiff Aging I_f Systel for

Needs F_rthor Attimttcm Used b( Stotoa Fie(Il II Attec_d to to be Alerted System for Status of Ming ta
lB Used of elmira Autmiated CIe® File By Fl!lgl Aging Clelel Cleht Autameted

JUt Isdletlm (05. I I ! (03.12) (03.12) (Q3.12) (03. t2) (O_. 16) (OS. 17) (0Se Il))

Nar 14_tl oo No No
14_ York No Tel D,S No

Nort_ Cer,GI lira Yes A,_) yes )40 AL,AS NG

Cmlo yes R,A NO Yes _.C:_ ¥el OtR,S No

O_IMmml yes R,S /4o Yes AL No

Cm'e4M yes R.A,D.S Yes yes N_,M),AS,CS Yes D,S Yes

Pimnaylvlmle No Yel R, I ,D,S Yes
(_K)4e ( ,(4_(I Yel A.S No yes JL.CS.FS Yes O,S Pert Iai

Sou_h C4rOI lng Yell R.A.S NO yes AIL YMI O.R, I,D.S Yes
Saul# Dakota yes R.&,O yes Yes )L,_) Yes R.D.S Yes

Ti_n/_$ee No NO

Tiwil YM Rl ,A,D Pert Ial NO Ali..FS yes RI , i I .Ol yes
I_eh Ym RI Yes NO Cl. No

Vwt yes R,A,D,S Yes Yes AL,AS No

Vltllfill yes NlS Pert lei yes AL,CL f F_L NO

VlrEIn Islamic Yes R,tA )4o No AL NO

IMllh Ie,!rtM_ yee R,A Pertlal Yes AL,CS NO
iMlt Virginia yes R,A,O,S Ho yes AL NO
II/Iaoonel a yes R,t),S pv_ll_ Ho NL NO

ih_ml ng yes A,D,S /do NO AL No

I

I_ K_YI StettHI of ClBIIB N e Illaferrel Finctl_lel L4well A * Agmtcy Stotus of Claim for Aging: O · /_urefit Overlaauence

tot fll_l & - ACtI._I Cllll C ' Claim LMIt R ' Riferrel
0 · DIIIIMiue_t Claim F ° Fr_/Ipveltltetlaell tMIf I · IfiYestl_letl(w
S - SMleer_ed Clale 0 * OellMIiwet Clllel

S ' Sulp4fi44d Claim

For each of tiN) ebove,
code ghether It las

L · Lacel/Cou.tv

O ' Dlstrlct/g4_llo_
5 ' Steto

Ih reg_ones refers to cities of frail (or eUSpM:_nIKI fr_/d) ofily.

2The r4mllOnse refers to _.esel of noflfrlHJd only,

_Th4 syltMII Of fle_e USed verlel Icrola the state.



TABLE A.8

I_NKINO Of TH[ frOST EFFECTIVE i4[THOOS USED IN TH[ Of TECTICl4 OK OVERRISSIJ_[S BY STATE

C_tOr Notchlq DVpI Icoto Hotl Ino/ Special Infanwtlon Infaflitlcm
#oge$ U_e0rned IlimlC_rm Porticlpltlcln Error Prmm infcrmol Inf4mnol OC Rocortlflcotlc_ Invosttootlm from Other fram

Jut lsd Itt IMI I fiCCII (._oCk Profl les Campliists Audit Roy lei Ihl_ i em Ullltl ASIEmCIres Rocip Ilmt Other

A il, bras I I 7 1) 6 $ dj _j 4

AleskO 4 5 6 ? 8 3 2 I 10 9

Ar Iz_ml 2 7 8 4 _ I 6 t
A/'konJLOs 2 X 3 X X J X X X

Colorado 2 3 10 ii 1 4 I _ 9 6

Coil#sc9 I_Y I x x x 3 x x 2 x X

0411111rl X X X X X X X X X

District Qt Coluable I _ 12 10 _ II 8 ? 2 4 t 6
florJdl I 2 lO 7 9 _J 3 4 8 6

Georgle I ] 8 5 10 4 7 2 9 6

GUam 5 X 2 I 5 6 4

_v&11 9 1) 2 5 I 5 6 7 4
Idaho 3, x X 4 _* 2 x I

I i I InoI i Z 3 x X X 4 I X X _ 6 I

Ind IMm I 4 2 ? 5 3 67

IM I 7 2 8 _ 6 5 9 4

Kamm t 9 X X X 2 X 4 x x X

Kentucky I ii 9 I I 4 _ 2 7 lO g 63
Loulsliu I 3 X 4 x J( 2 x X x

llimJ 3 S 6 2 $ 9 4 7 I

I 14torytiml 5 8 ? JO I 4 2 _ 6
)-_ IdiniclmWrfts 6 6 6 I 4 17 _ 9 S 2 10 I I

(_ Hlchlgin _ ? I0 3 4 6 1 II 9 2
NI afieSOtl 3 4 g IS 11 7 2 J 10 II

HI lB Issl(l_l 2 6 ? 4 8 5 1 9 S

ihwl 4 ? 9 S 6 O $ lO 2 14

No.toes J 2 lO ? 6 11 3 4 5 9 0

Wsbrmsk4 _ T 4 1) 2 T I) $ 6
tMvod0 I 9 ? 4 6 3 2 8 5

b HIIslh I ti ! 6 ] 2 4 5

New Jersey I 3 lO 7 5 9 2 6 tt 4



TABLE k.II (CO_tim_d!

(_lpetm' I_tchlng 0UlPI leita Hotl ling' Speclel tAfOnlitlaA Iffarflltlom
IIIgE, I _ gltourcel Plrtlclplttoe Errcr Prone InfCWlBI Interl_lll QC blcertlflclrtlon InveltlOlltlwl tram 0tiNt fram

JurlNIctlom Imam Check _rotl lei GC_I tlntl &udlt Rovlw hvlw _'fmlti /_1_ R_:lpI mt

N4M MexIco I lB 10 7 6 IZ 4 2 II 5 3 9 5

Ned yark 4 X X 2 7 6 _5 8 ! J 9 I0
Nortlk C4rOI i_ g I X I X X X ! I

(_1o 2 4 7 6 I g $

OklihOll S 7 4 I Il 6 2 II _ lB I0

_4K_O_ I 2 9 6 lO 7 g 4 ) Ii

P_nsylvlmll _l X X X _ I X X X
Rhode Ill lad 3 4 6 g 11 I I lib I lB 5_
bt# Carol IN I X X X X 2 X X 5

South Oehots I $ 9 I0 I 7 _ 6 I I 4 2

Tm_r,idJmm I X x % x % Z 3 % X X
Toxllll I lB 4 6 lB g :IP 7 3

Utlh ) 8 4 I 6 10 7 2 lB 3

v_mont X X X X 2 _l I x 4

VlrlBlfile ? 4 II 10 I lB II lB _ _.g3

VirlBIn III 141ds g 3 2 I 4

v_h ! r41_ I 3 8 7 2 5 6 lB 4 10
vest Vlrglml, I I I lO Il 7 g I 9 6
Iltcom$1, 2 X X X I X ) X X

I_Kml ng t 3 6 7 4 g 2

NOTIEI Tklll table II bleed _ _4.00.

KEY: l-liB u _ ar414r 44 eff4141tlv411111_l

_> X · _ Is ,ge4. mt _l mt nmked
I

lomqwtdlr imtcm vl_ 4:re41t burelu IIIN,
2S4_eC11l! _ rlvlamll..

3Sulp41f1PI:lory I_lmVlira.

Oey 9o deI ictlvltllee 4ff 9he ellNmlrk4N',
Hefiuei blink mitek.



TABLE A.9

OAGANIZATION AM) STRUC1UREOF THE INVESTIGATIQN STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION P_K)C1ESS,BY STATE

F_ctlonll Level Inv_tlqetlon Includes Rellthql EIl_imll
of Stiff Tim PIrlM Over Seerch for Addltle_ll On Freud ifid

Responsible fa' II. ICh Overltsuence Errors Iwd/or Proqres Referrlt fcr Frlv4 No_frdlud _ In

Ifivlstlqltlofis I! Cl_culetN (yeerS) Vlolltlems Invlsltl(letlan MIde Inveltl_ltlmt
(05,0_) (0_09) (0%10) Pr lot tx) _ I[stlbl IshlMtt

SUtDICtId Suspe¢ ted Suspected InveltIQat Ion Efforts

Jur Isdletlon Freud NMIfrlLM Frsud Noafrmld Freud NOAfreud (05.OI) (O_.O_l)

Alebell AL /IL 6 6 Yes Yml 14o Fraud

Ale_kJI FS AL 6 1 Yes No Yet No dl I flrMtCll
Ar I zone KS AL OK OK Yes Yes No Fraud

Al"kl_q Sill AL AL _, _ _ Yet NO NO Fraud

CO IGe'ldo FL AL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Freud

COFIRICt lOUt FS CL,CS Yet les S ¥er Ies] No NO No Freud

Cll Ia,wel I FS AL _5 I YMi Yes Mo NO d I f ferlnce
Olltrlct Of Ool_lbll FS CS S } YeS YII NO NO dlfferlmce

F IM'lde FI) _ 6 1,2, _4 yes Yes Yes Freud

GdKI"KIII AL_FS AL 6 1 Yet yes No Freud

IGiulm CS,FS CS,KS 6 I Yes Yes Yes Freud

141will ! Ir_rFS Nb 6 6 NO No )4o Fred

Ideho AL,FS AL 6 ! Yes Yell Yes ND d I f fedrlmc4

I I I Iloll AL,CS_FS ALfFS Vet lei S 6 NO No HO No d I f fWrMIC,I,
I I_dIlae AL AL 6 6 Yes Yell No No dlf feresee

IM FS AL Ver les S Vet les _ No No No Freud

Klmtlllli AL,fi) AL 5 S Ye1 Yes No ND d I f terlfice

Kdmtvcky ALeCL_FS AL_C:L 6 2 Yes No No No dl f fefsnc4

Loullhml FO AL iS 6 Yes Yel No No d I f 'hlm"snc41

i_ 141 ne AL, FS AL Vet I I Yes Yes YeS Nanf rlmd
I

(_ t41rV IMI4 _,FS ALeFqJ fS I Yel Yell ko NO dl f ferMice
NOlllch_S CSwF$ AL 6 I No No Yes NO dl f ferMICI

Ml©klMm _L,FL,FS AL,CL 6 I No ND Yes No d I f ferlmcdl

l I fdlNdK)tl _L.,FL AL 6 I YeS Yes Yes No dj ffM'I4t,C(,

# ISt I Il IMI ! AL ,CS AL_CS 6 6 Yes Yell Yes Freud

MIIwl FO FO _J,7:_ Open5 Yes Yes Yes No dl f ferelIce
Nontlme AL AL 6 6 Yes Ye* No Nomfrim4

Nebr Nka FS AL 6 I Yes Yes YeS NOrafreud

14evENle CL ,FL Cl. S 6 Yes Yes No Freud

Ndm VdllBfflhlre rS CS 6 I Yes No Yes No dlffE_EmCl
JEIrsey Irt- Cl. 6 6 Yell Yes NO 14cmfreud



T/WLE A.9 (contlnuid)

FvfictIQWil l.evll lnvlltlgitlan Inclu4ll Rilltlvl [llohisIII

Of Stiff Ties Period Over Seirch far Addftlonel On Freud lad

RelpoIlllb)e far l_lch 0_erlllt)incll Errorl lltdlQr Progrll RefUte1 far frlv4 No_triMd _ In

IfiveltllWtlall Ii Cllculite4 (YIi) Vlolltlonl Inveltlgltlm NIdI Inveitlelltlal la4

(Q4J,0S) ((_,09) (_.lO) Prior to Any Eltlbllshmiat
_J IIImCtOd SUIINIC_41d Sutl_cted Irwett tglt Ioa Ef f(g'tl

Jut IIdlctlon Frlud 114Mfrlfdd Fred lil_ f I'ILKI Frlud Nofifrlud (_S.01) , (_lOJl)

Nlm /_KICO AL AL 6 6 Yd.I Yet YOn No dlffirMIee

Nee york AL,FL AL,FL I I Yell YeS HQ 140 differefice
North Clrolli41 AL,FL AL,CIL 6 I Yell Yes Yes NO dlfflrlm_
OhIo Cl. AL 6 ! ¥411 No HQ FrM

OkI ii,mm AL,KS AL Vtf' II1.1 I YII Yes NO HQ d I f flrefiCe

Or mjlee CD,CS AL ,CS 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Frl_l

PMIfiIyt VMI Ill Cl. Cl. 131( OK Yes NO HQ Frlmd
Rhode Illlnd AL,CS, AL,CS 6 ! yes Yes Yes kid difference

FS,LS
South Clrollie OL CL 6 1,6 4 yes Yes NO NO difference

Soutl OeNote &L,CL AIL 6 t YeS Yes Yes NO <llftm

TafimmMm FL _L 6 I Yes No Yes 14o difference

Temil FL AL 6 6 Yes Yet HQ Freud

Utl_tl AL,C 1 AL dS 6 YIII Yll HQ NO dl f ferefiC_l
viri_t FS M, .T I Yes Yes Yes NO d I f ferMl'.'d)

V Irglntl Cl.,FL AL 6 I yII Yes NO FrlU4

Virgin II_endl IKS,LS _ Vir les } Varies } NO No YOn Frill

IMlh IIIgfOI KS ICL 6 2 NO NO Yes NO d I f fei-MIce

Wilt Vlrglnll CSI I_J CS ¥irles } Vigils S Yes Yes Yes FrIu4
VI _llfi F1Le_LL AL I I Yes Ytl HQ NO dl f feril_CO

lryol lig AL AL & 6 YMI Yes HQ HQ dl f fer_Ncl

I
h-,
%C) KEY: FOnctlaMII Level= A ·

C · Cflllll/COItlctlGqi Unit

F · FrlMIIInvlitlgatlOn Wlt

L · Llgel MiNority

For e_h M the e_,
MW It It;

L · L_41/Cesety
D t DIItrlCt/_lon
S" Stlte

tThls Clltlm$ to I frlM Jw*ltltlll_ iltkll) h Mille tither rhea I IHmelltS_ frlu4 mit.

ZTh_ flr111 flgUt_l) rltllrl to _ rrm IMM'IINNI throi_ crtllesl I)roceedh_lll. the lecond tO lUlpected frtud pUrlUO(I through alnlttrltlVl dlNesllflcitlon Mlertngl,
3Th_ OvOflll_Ml_ llMt II GIIIcglll_ed _ the full INllrlO(I 0f the arror even It the tin period }1 g_ester thifi Iix fill'l.

4TINI fltlt flgw_e rlfll-i to overlllluli4_ M _ li_NlClf error 9114)_ to OWN'IIlUinCes due to houlehold error,
_HQ MItlI)IIIINI4 _ul(lellesl+



TABLE A.lO

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INVESTIGATION STAGE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PRCX:ESS, BY STATE

14ethocl! Used in the Investigation of the Clale

and An Estimation of Their Frequemcy of Usa
Character Ist I cs of

Suspected Fr!ud (Q_,IB) Nofifreud (95.11) Exlsteec® of System for Case _hlch Increase
Hot Hot Prioritizing Cases Llkel Ihood of Investlgatlofi

Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nofifreud Suspected fraud Nonfraud

Jurhldlctlon Used Used LIsm:l Used (03ol9) .... (_§t12) (_e20) (QS, I_)

Alabmm C, IwT H CtI,T H No No

Alaska C,H,T I,F C I,H,T Yes No H,P,N,D,Q,R

Arizona C,T I,F C I,H,T Yes No N,D,Q,R

Arkansas C I,H,T,F C I,H,T,O 2 Yes No D,O,R

Colorado C,T I,H,F C I,H,T Yes YeS N,A,D,Q,R E,N,A,O

Connecticut CmT C I,H,T No No

I)ellware C I,H,T C I,H,T Ils lis D,Q,R D

District of Columbia C I,H,T,F C,I H,T Yes Yes P_N,DtQtR N

Florida CmT H,F C T Yes Yes H,DpQ,R EfN,A,O

G4)or_te Col H,T,F C I,T Yes No A,D,Q,R

Gumll C,O ! I,H,T,F CfO I I,H,T NO No

Havell C,I,T H,F C I,H,T Yes No A,D,Q,R

IdahO C I,H,T,F C I,H,T No Yes E,N,A,D

IIIllmlS C I,HjT C I,H,T Yes NO H,P_NwAmO,Q,R

_> Indiana CsT I,F_O 2 C_T I NO No
I

hO
C) Imm CaT I,H,F C IpH,T NO No

Kw#sas C,T I,HeF C T Yes No NeDeQ,R

I(entucky C. le T C,I T HO No

L_oelslesl C,I HeT,F C I,T No HO

Maine C I,H,T C I,H,T NO No

14eryland C,T I,H C,T Yes Yes N,DeQeR N,A,D
MeSsechullttl C T C Yell No O,Q,R

Nichlqan C I,HeT,F C let Yes NO OoQ,R

Mlfinesotl C,T leH,F C,I HoT Yes Yes N,A,O,Q,R N,A,D

HIISllSlppl C I,H,T,F C I,H,T,O 2 No Ho

Mluourl C,T I,H,F CoT I Yes Yes N,O,O O

Nlontafia CaT I,H,F C I,H,T Yes Yes P,A,D,Q,R H,P,N,A ,O

Nebreskl C I,H,T C I,H,T Yes No N,O,Q,R

Nlvldl C,T I,H,F C,T I,H Yes Yes N,A,D,Q,R N,A,D

14Mq_shlre C,T I,H,F C yes No P,N,A,D,QpR

N_ Jersey C,I H,T,F C i,H,T Yes Yes N,A,D,Q,R E,N,A,D



TABLE AoIO (continued)

Iktl_ds Used In the Investlgetloa of the Claim

el_l /in Estll41tlofi of Their Frequency of Use
Characteristics of

Sul_Icted Fraud (_18) Nofifra_ (95.11) Existence of System for Cage ,hiGh Ii1_reese
Not Not Pr lorltlzlnq Cases Likelihood of Investigation

AlmlyI Always AIEeyB AlveyS Suspected Fraud Honfreed Suspected Fraud Nonfrnud

Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used (_5.19) (QS. 12) (q_,20) (_.lJ)

MexiCO C_l H,T,F C_l H,T No NO
Ney York C,T t.H.F C,I H.T NO No

Ik)rth CIIroll,e C I.H.T.F C I.H.T Yes Yes D O

Oh Ia C,ltF T C,I Yell Y_ P,N,A,D,Q,R P,N,A,D 3

0kleholm C.T I.H C.T I.H YeS YeS H. NwA.D.Q.R E.N.A.D.O

Oregofi C I,H,T,F C T Yes NO P,NpA,D,Q,R

P®nnsylvlmll C T.F C I.T Yes No Q.R
Rhode Islam C I,P,H,T,F C I,HwT,P No Ho

South Cerollml C I.H.T C t.H.T HO YeS H

Soul_ 01111eta CeI.T H C.P I No No

TlnlleSSee C.I.H.T C NO NO

TeXl. I Cpi H,T.F C I,H,T Y,ml NO H,D,QpR

UtMt C IpHpT,F C I,H,T NO HO

Verlmfit C_fipT I.P 4 C I.HpT No 14o
Vlrglnll CpT I,H,F,O C I,H,T Yes Yes P,D,Q,R P,A,D

I Virgin Islands CtI,HwT F C,I,T H Ho Yes Dt-c,
_-_ Washlagton C I.H.T.F C ItT Yet YII N.D.Q.R A.0.O _

Mist Virginia CpI.T F C I.T.O ? YeS Yell D,QpR E,A,D
#lllc.a41sla C I,H.T C i,HpT No lle

Wyoming C I,H,T_F,O 6 C I Yes H0 OwQeR

KEY: I_tl_xllz C · Celt fll® revllm Cherlcterlstlcs of Case: H · Age/health/employment ItBtul of client
I . In-Dfflee Ifitervles P · PA Ileal®hold

P - Telephone Ifitervlm E - Househole error
H - Hale vltlt N - fM_mt error/claim

T - Third-party coOtll_l i · ACtive Ca!4

F · FOFM!II¢ Ifivestlglltlonl O · Oolllr mount
0 · Other Q · 0uallty of evldefice

R · Repeat off®nder/fllgrlm* vlolltlOa
0 · Other

tRecar4 check tn motMr mroltreme$ case records.

2Computer latch.

3Error due to wnrq_lrted I#eame.

4Referral to prcKiecutor for more thorough InveStlgatla_,

5Costs of follam-up.
61_4mtal evaluation of cllmt.

7Dupllcete Pertlclgtl_t check.



TABLE A.il

THE Q4N_CTEAISTICS OF _4E ESTNBLISHN[NT STAG[ (_ THE CLAIHS C_LLECTION PRCC_SS B/ STATE

R4(nklilg Of It4tlno4e Uli44 In tM) UN of 141nlgMwmt Fmnctlonel L4wel of Still Reell)CmsIbll

EttlblJlhlIMet M FrIMI CIiIIll (_).C_?._ Revle_ of Olclllo41 fol' Notifying E40_SN_Old of the Clelm I_C]6.O8)
-- Ois_il_lr. al_rlQ_ /Kknl_lstrltlv_ IkllvqN' F4KtQrll Ent_lmKI IRtO the To [stablish the Frimd

Crlmln41 _OmMIt DIsqvidltlcaltlc41 Of OM:jill:wi tO _tlr · CIi'&E) Gl&ilk (__0_1 Co.4-t-

Jurll#llctl(m PlroiHic_tlOm He4rlAg H4Nrlnj[_ for Prot4cutlm 4_6.05) freud Nofifrilud Egtillbl hlhMI Other Nonfr4wd

A141tWalle 2 ) I 4 D ,R ,F Yis Yqls LS AL AL
AIIska 3 ! 4 2 D,F Yos _14 F$ FS CS

Ar I z_41 4 2 ] I D Yes Yes L$ CS CS

/C,'kim$l'B 3 4 I 2 D,R, F k_ Ye'lr, LS CS CS
CoIoredo Z _ 1 0, F Yes Yes CL, LL CL CL

Gonn4ct IcY? I _ 2 4 D,F,S,H Yet Yes LS FS AL

Del_l_ X xl X X1 D,R,F DK DK CS,LS CS,LS CS

Oltt¢l_"_ q4 Ooldl& I 4 2 ] D,R,F Yes Ho LS CS CS

Florlde I 4 2 5 D,R,F Yet Yes CD,LD CX)

Georg I I 2 ! _J 4 O,g ,F, NO NO LS FS ktamoted

Gum 3 4 I 2 D.N NO NO FS FS FS
HevII I 3 4 2 1 D,R,F No NO FS AL M

idaho _ I 2 D,R,F Yes Yel F1D FD AL
I I I IfiOIS $ I T Z I I iD.R ,IF Ye,'. Yell CS CS C'"S

Ind I inI Z 0, R, F ¥m Y. AL Al. AL

I_ll I 2 D,R. F ,S Ye. NO CS CS CS

Kenl4I _ 4 _r D, R, F ,M Yes YI_ LL AL Al.

KdmtucWy _ 4 I D _el Yes LL j_6 ,eL6 .CS5 _L6 ,eL 6 ,CS_
LoullIN ) 4 I O,R,F Yes Yml LS PS CS

1411M 4 2 3 D,R, F Yes Yes LL Al. AL

14M'TtliMI I '3, ] D,R,F HO NO J_L AL AL

_1 P4sslc)ml4rtts ? 4 3 D,R Yes YeS LS CS CS

Nich IgMI 4 ' ) I O,R,F HO No AL AL AL
_'_ MInllealOtlt X D,R. F Yes Yes AL ,CL N. A. AL ,CT.

Nlsllllltl_l 2 4 2 O Y4m Yea CS CS CS

MI sgQur t 2 t I 11 D,R ,F,O 2 , NO NO _tomltM Autmitl4 _drc_eted
It_ntiMI _ ] O,R,F yes No LL AL AL

_b_'elU _ 11 2 I I O,R ,F Y_I YeS AS AS AL

Nevm 4 :5 I 2 D,R,F YM Ye_ LL CL CL

Hlll(lIk I rtl I _ _ O,R.F ' 140 Ymlr_ FS CS CS

N41v Jiir IllW I 4 _ 2 D.R,F Y4)_ _f# CL,LL Cl. CL



1ABLE h.lt I¢o_tlPutd)

bnkl/Ig of Idlethodt I)sid Iff the UN of IdlhegMleat f_ctlonil Level of Stiff Respo41ilble

IEatia_lislese_t of Fraud Cllles t96,OO) _ RoY)e. of Decltlom for NolrlfvIf_ HoulMIOId of 9114 Claim (_.04)
OilKImll If lcitlcm Administrative IMIver FIctors Entering Into the To Ettlbl lib th4 Frlud

Crllilnal Co. mt Dlsquillflcltlofi of 0cOition to RlmfM' I Cillo Claim (96.04J) Court-
JurlKIIctIce I)rOtlaCMtloN Agrelilnt Hearing Hearing fcr Prosecution (___.05) Fre_l NofifrMId Established Other NMIfriud

t_v IMx Ici 4 S I 2 Otg,F Yes Yes CS CS CS
York i 4 2 3 O' Vel Tgi AL,Cl.,FL AL,CL,FL AL,Cl.,FL

North Carol IH X 2 I X O No No LL AL Au?maiM

Ohio I 3 4 2 D,R,F No NO C_ (_ CL

Ok ll_h_ml S I 2 D,R.F.O 2 Yes NO FS CS CS

Or licit 2 i I 3 I 1 D.R .F Yet Yes CS C$ AutmmtaKI
PdmPly IVim la X X O.R Tel Yes CS CS CS
Rhode Is Ia(14 4 S ! 2 0,R,F NO 14o L$ CS C$

bah CM'ol Ixa 4 2 S I O,R,F Yes TN LL iCL CL

SOuth OM_Oti 3 4 2 I O.R,F Y(Hi YaH& LS OS7 CD

Tie_M_StIM, S '11 2 I I _ ,R ,F 'Yes* Yes _ AL kL

Texas I 2 _ D,R.H Yes YMI LL FL AL
Utah 4 2 3 I D,R, F Yes Yes DL CL C_

VM_ofi t I 2 4 _S D,R ,F Yes Vel LS FS AL

Virginia I 2 D,R,F Yes Yes CL,FL Nih. AL

Virgin ItlIMI 4 3 I 2 D,R,F NO No LL C_ CD

Idlah t_gtMI 2 31 I 31 O.R No NO AL AL AL

Wit Virginia 3 11 Z l I 0 Yes Yes LS CS CS
VII l_ona In X D NO NO LL N.A. AL

Ming 3_ 2 I D,F,S Yxa Yes LL CO AL

KEY= Rl_klq: I-4 · _kll_l M _ b_ freqlmlK_ of Mipe Factorll Entorlng OicItlofi: O - Dolllr /_mpunt Fufictlonll L_II: A · Ag·icy
X · NetlW4 aa·l, but plot RMIkMI Cr R - Red.mt 0ifa·der C - Clales/_COIIIICtlMll UIIIt

_> Q_lly 911h_ t_it esi mill4 F - Fllgrillt VIQllttol_ f · FrM/IPlvestigltlc_ UIAIt
I S · Strength of Evldenci L · Llgat &ithorlty

14 - _9_l_lt# M Ctl_t O - Other

LJ_ N - Frlud In Miltlpll Prog_ilm
O- Other

For eech M the ebon,
code ahetNo4' It Ii

L - Loc41/Cmmty

O ' Olstrlct/1_glon
S - Stite

N.A. - le)t M_IIMle,

tThe Dlequellflrultlon 0cmalm+ _lresNet 1.4 II_lvar ot Itlarl_ll ire a IIIl_la Kal In Sis Brite.

2proescutor_l latiN'est, tlMB. Mid/or available flmdtl fcr 4_rlUlng Food Sta,q_ fraud.
3411 c, ses Ire referred for _W_II_I_JtlMd

4This refers to a claim aanl. ltent IN the lacel offlci Flaker thtfi I 1_141¢tlllzdKI cllles mit.

31nectl_l _ e_ly,

6Actlvat Callf41 City.

7State Admlnlatraftva OlmlvellflcItlo. HN_lng UIIt,



TABLE A.12

CIIARACTERISTICS Of THE PROCESS BY I_dlCH ARRANGEMENTS ARE MADE
WITH THE HOUSEHOLD FOR 1_1_ PAYNENT OF THE CIA[N, BY STATE

Punctional Level of Staff

Responsible for Arranging
for Payment of the Claim _QT.00)_ Frequency Mth Which

Freud follov-up Demand Ninieum Number Nethoda (Other than Demand
Court- Letters are Hailed of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurisdiction Established Other Nonfraud (Days) (q7.03) To be Mailed (q7.05} Household of a Claim (qa.(:!O_

Alabama LL M_ AL HO ncl_dule ¥_riaa 4 L
Alaska FS FS CS 302 4' B

Arimoui CS CS CS 30 3 B, P
Arkenems LS CS CS 30 3 9 l
Colorado AL,iL Ct, CL 30 3 B,P

Connecticut LS CS CL 1 ,CS 30 3 l

Del avmre CS, LS CS CS _ 3 LDistrict of Columbia LS CS CS _9 32 L,P
Wlorida CD LD CO CD 30 3 a

Georgia LS I FS AL Varies & ! 65 P

Guam FS FS FS No schedule l/Varies&/3 g P,H
Hermit FS AL AL 30 NO standard B
Idaho CD,leD CD,PO AL 30 3 i,P
Illinois AL,CS AL,CS AL,CS No schedule 3 Ii
Xed tan& LL AL AL 30 No standard None

Iova CS CS CS 30 4 B

Kmnamm fO, LD AL AL 90 5 None
Kentucky 1,8 AL,CL,CS AL,CL,CS l0 3 P
Louisiana LS FS CS 30 3 B, P
MAine L8 LS AL No schedule I None

I PlmtTlmna AL AL AL 30 3 L
F_ Itemwmchumet tm LS FS, L$ CS 30 _/36 Hone

Ntchigam AL AL AL 30 3 None
Nlneeeot s CL N.A. CL 30 HO standard B
Nlssismipp! AL AS AL 30 3 Hone

ttteeourt fl) FI) AL 30 $ B
Nontmtm LL AL AL 30 ] None

Nebraaka AS AS AL 30 3/26 None
Mevmdm i,I. GL Ct, 30 Ho standard P

Ney Ibmpshire 1_ CS CS Ho schedule No stl}ndard f
Jersey AL,IL AL AL 30 i1113 ° L,P



TABLE A.12 (continued)

FunctlonsI Level of Staff

Responsible for Arranging

for Payment of the Claim (97.00) Frequency vlth Which
Fraud Follow-up Demand Minimum Number Nethods (Other than Demand

Court- Letters ire Hailed of Demand Letters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurisdiction Established Other Nonfraud (Days) (97.03) .... To be Nailed (97t,,0_) Household of · C lalm___8.0_O0 _

Nee Hexlco CS CS CS 30 Yerlel 4 B,P
Nee York AL,CL,FL,LL AL,CL,FL AL,CL,FL 30 3 None

North Carolina AL,LL AL AL 30 3 B,P
Ohio CL CL CL 30 Varies 4 P

Oklahoma FS CS CS 302 Varies 4'7 H

Oregon CS CS CS 30 3_4/I 9 B
Pennsylvania LS N.A. CS 309 3- B

Rhode Island LS CS CS 30 2/2/Varies 4'8 None

South Caroline LL CL AL,CL 30 Varies 4 P,I4
South Dakota LD CD CD 30 Varlet P

Tennessee LL FL AL 30 4 None

Texas LL FL AL,CL 30 Varies 4 None

Utah CS CS CS 30 3 8,P
Vermont LS FS AL ]0 4/3/I 8 g

Ylrglnll CL,FL N.A. AL 30 I/I/No standard 8 P

Virgin Islands LO CD CO 30 3 None

Welhlngton LS CS AL }0 4 P

[3> lilt Virginia LS CS CS No schedule 4 P
I Wisconsin LL N.A. AL 30 3 None

I-_ Wyoming LL AL,CS AL NO schedule varies 4 None

KEY: FunctlonsI Level: A - Agency Nethods: 8 · Billing notice

C e Claims/Collections Unit L · Lite payment letter

F · friud/Inveltlgition* Unit P · Phone cells

L - Legal Authority H · Hole visit
I · In-office Intervllv

For elCb of the lbovet
code ehetber It Ii=

L · Local/County

D · DIstrict/Region
S · State

N.A. e Not applicable.

IThls refers to I claims uorkerl In the local office rather than · special claims unit,

2This refers to nonfreud clalle only, there Is no fixed schedule for freud claims.

3Thls refers to fraud cl&lll only, there Is no fixed schedule for noafreud claims.
4Depends upon the dollar value of the claim.

5This refers to claims due to agency error only, there Is no standard for claims due to household error or freud clsIms.
6The first figure refers to freud claims, the Second to nonfreud claims.

7This refers to noafrnud claims only, there Is no standard for freud cl&lms.

8The first figure refers to fraud claims, the second to claims due to household error, and the third to claims due to agency error.
9NO demand letters are mailed for fraud claims°



TABLE A.I$

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION 14[THOOSUSED IN PURSUING D4ELINQUENTCLAIMS, BY STATE

AIt_-nltlvt Rlmkl_ of Alternative Collection Methods Used (_11901) .......
Col lectloIt Ohlrllgterlatlca of Case Functional Level of

141thodl TIx Ilacj® Small Private that Incrmle the Llkel I- Staff Responsible for

Are Used I_fund Gernllh- Property Clalnm Collectlofi Credit Clvll hood of Pursuit through Initiating Alternative

Jurisdiction (_.01) Intercept , merit Llenl Court Agency Bureau Actlonl Other AltarnBtlvl Mathod$ (,98.04) Collactlofi Methods (,Q8.02)

Aleb_ No
Alaska Tus X! NO poi Icy CS,Fa

Ar I zona YeS ;3 2 X X I CS
No _ol Icy

Arkansal YeS I 2 ;3 D,O CS,Fa

Colorado Yes I 2 No poi Icy CL

Connecticut Yes 3 2 4 I No poi Icy CD,CS,LS

Delaware Yes6 I 2 ;32 F,L, I CS,LS

District of Colu!M_III Yes X;3 FeL_I_D CS

Florida Yes X No poi Icy Autommted

Geocqla Yes X Al I Cases Iwrsued Automated

· Guam No

Hera I I NO

Idaho YeS ! 2 NO pOI Icy CD

I I I Inols Yes 2 4 I :34 I CS

_3> Ind I ami Yel I 3 2 F_E pO AL
I

I_ love YeS 4 ;3 2 I I ,D CS
O_

Kansas Yeti · I 2 No poi Icy AS,FO

Kentucky YeS X F, L,D AL rCS
LOUI$11nB YeS I 2 F,L_,D_,O9 AS,CS

14aIn® 140 No policy

Maryland YeS 2 1_ Ail cites pursued FL 7
14esseclwsetts Yel X No poI Icy CS

Michigan YeS X Al I caw pursued CS

MinnesOta YeS _ I 2 No poi Icy AL

Mississippi No

141ssour I yeS6 2 1 ;3 F FD,LD

Montema YeS I 2 No poi Icy
Nebraska 14o CS

Nevada YeS 2 ;3 1 F, E, L, I ,O,O 9 CL

Nam HmlDlh I re yeas I 2 P,F,L,D FS

New Jersey YeS X ND poi Icy CL



TAfiLE Aol_ (contlnu_)

klternltlve Ranking, of klternmtlve Gollectlon Hetha<ls Used ((_8tOI) '

Collection Characgerlltlcl of Case Functional Level of

14ethodl Tax Wage Smell l_lvata that Incremle the Llkell- Staff Responsible for

Are Used Refund Garnish* Property Claim Gollectlam Credit Civil hood of Purlult through Initiating Alternative

Jurisdiction , ,, (_.01) Intm-cdl_? lent Liens Court Agency Bureau Actions Other Alternative Nlthodl (1_8.1)4) Collection Methods (Q8.02)

Pdxlco No

New York Yes6 X I F LS6

North Carolina Yes X ldo policy AL

Oh lo YeS 2 I P,FpD CL
Oklaholw No

Oregon Yes I 3 S 4 2 F,L,D,O 9 CS

Pennsylvania Yes X No policy CS
Rhode Island NO

South Carolln& Yes X O CL

South Dakota yes6 X F,L,I_D CD,CS

TennesSee No

Texas Yes X L,I,O 10 CS

Utah Yes I 6 4 S 7 2 25 F,EpLeI,D CL
Vermont No

Virginia No

Virgin Islaadl NO

#ashlngton Yes 2 I _ L,I CS

i_' West Vlrginlm Yes 2 J I F,I,O CS

jk.} NIsconSIn NO

Wyoming Vm 2 I } NO policy CS

KEY: Ranking: I-? -bnklq of etd Character lltlclt D -Dollar llceat Functional Levall A · Agoncy
X · Nlthud used, be+ not ranked I - Inactive case C - Clelm/IDollectlonl Unit

or only llltt_41 _q_tt WIS used L" Lom3-tlrl dlltlaqueacy F · Fread/In_eltlaetlco IJmlt

E ' Older error/claim L · Legal Autlterlty

P · PA hc,usellold For each of tim above, coda

F · FrlUd clllm whether It lit

0 · Other L · Locel/Covntv

O · District/Region
S = State

loll revenue Intercept.

2Work requlrmNmt.

3State collection agency.

4Warrants Issued by Itate a_lvfroller to glPnll# circuit I_onkere, college qrants, amd/or paychecks.
5Garnish bank accmlnt.

6The alternative mltlmds ere used for freud claim only.
7This refers to · freud c_ordlna_ar I, the local office rather than · $pec lellzeM fraud unit.

8Error due to unreported In_o

9HIousM_old h&s rem_srcet/emOIoved.

IOA nan-adJudicated case.



TABLE A.t&

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS FOR CLAIM SUSPENSIONS. BY STATE

Existence of a
Functional Level of Claim Reviev Process

Claims Responsibity for to Determine Which Claim Suspension Decisions

Are Claim Suspension(q9.07 ) Claims Are Eligible Are Revieved By

Jurisdiction Suspended Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (q9.01) Higher Level Staff (q9.18)

Alabama Yes AL AL Yes No
Alaska Yes FS CS Yes No
Arizona Yes CS CS No No
Arkansas Yes PS CS No Yes
Colorado Yes CL CL Yes Yes

Connecticut Yea CS CS Yea No

Delaware Yes CS CS Yes No
District of Columbia Yes I CS Yes No
Florida Yea CD CD Yes Yea

Georgia Yes Automated Automated NO No

Guam Yes FS FS Yes No

Hawaii No
Idaho Yes CD CD Yes No

Illinois Yes CS CS No Yes
I Ind lsna Yen AL AL No No

t_
Go

Isys Yea CS CS Yes No
Kansas' Yea Automated Automated No Yes

Kentucky Yes CS CS Yes No
Louisiana Yea FS CS Yea No
Naine Yes YS AL No Yes 2

Maryland Yes AL AL Yes Yes
Massachusetts Yea CS CS Yes Ho
Michigan Yes CS CS Yes No

Ninneaota Yes AL,Cl. AL,CL Yes Yes
Mississippi Yes CS CS Yes No

Nisaouri Yes Automated Automated Yes No
Nontana Yes CS CS Yes No
Nebraska Yes AS AS Yes No
Nevada Yes AL AL Yes Yes

New Hampshire No

New Jersey Yes CL CL Yes Yes



TABLE A. 14 (conttnued)

Existence of a
Functional Level of Claim Review Process

Claims Responsibity for to Determine Which Claim Suspension Decisions

Are Claim Suspension (q9,.,07) Claims Are Eligible Are Reviewed By

Jurisdiction Suspended Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (_9.01) Higher Level Staff (qSTl8)

New Hextco Yes CS CS Yes No
New York Yes AL,CL,FL AL,CL,FL Yes Yes
North Carolina Yes AL AL Yes No
Ohio Yes CL CL Yes Yes
Oklahoma Yes CS CS Yes No

Oregon Yes CS CS Yes No
Pennsylvania Yes AS AS Yes No
Rhode Island Yes CS CS Yes No
South Caroline Yes CL CL Yes Yes
South Dakota Yes CS CS Yes Yes

Tennessee Yes AL AL Yes Yes
Texas Yes CS AL,CL No No
Utah Yes CL CL No Yes
Vermont Yes AL AL No Yes
Virginia Yes Cl.,ltL CL,PL Yes Yes

Virgin Islands No

Washington Yes CS CS Yes Yes

West Virginia Yes CS CS No No
t_' Wisconsin Yes AL AL DJ( Yes

r_ Wyoming Yes 3 CS CS No No

KEY: Functional Level: A o Agency
C - Claims/Collections Unit

F a Fraud/Xnveetigation Unit

For each of the above, code
vhether it i8:

L - Local/County
D - District/Region
S ' State

Fraud claim ere not suspended,

This response is for fraud claims only.
3Claim suspension is very seldom used.



TABLE A. I 5

_IE CHARACTERISTICSOF THE PROCESSFOR CLAIM TERMINATION, BY STATE

Length of Time Realtors for Claim

Suspended Claim Carrying Suspended Dlfenllnltloa

Functional Level of Carried on Bookl Claim on Books Dlclslm_a Are

Clelll Are Respmtslbll lay for Prior To Termination Beyond RequlrMI RIwIemId 8y

Jurlsdlctlon Termlngted Claim TMiInetlon (09.13) (Years) (09.16) Three Years (09.17) Hlgl_r Level Staff (O9.19)

A tabra Yes Autommted 6 N No

A Iaske Yes CS,FS 3 No

Ar IZone Yes CS I ndef In I rely L 14o

Arkansas No Indef 1II I ti1 y L
Co Iore(lo Yes _ ] Yes

Connecticut Yes CS _ No

Delawm'e Yes CS Indef Inltety/31 C No

D_strlCt of Oolumbll Yes CS _ C NO

F I or I de Yes OD · 3 S Yea

Georq I· Yea Automated I O/51 L No

Guam Yes FS _i No
HewnI I No_

Ideho Yes OD 3 NO

I I I Inola Yes CS Indef Inltely C Yes

_. I nd Iaaa Yes M. t ndef In Ite Iy/3 $ C NO
I

Iova Yea CS 4 L NOO
Kansas Yes AS g C Yes

Kentucky Yes CS Indefl#ltely S 14o
Lc_ Is Isna Yes Mtclited 3 No

He I ne Yes CS ] NO

Maryland Yes AIL ] YMI

Massachusetts Yes CS ] Yes

Mlchlqaa Yes AL 5 No

MI nnesote Yes AS 3 Yes

Mississippi Yes CS 5 NO

HI ssour I Yes Aul_eated ] No

Montana Yet CS 3 No

Nebraska Yes AS 6 C No

Nevada Yes OL ] Yes

)4_MHeMqpshI re No]

Ney Jersey Yes CL ) 32 N Yes



TABLE A. 15 (continued)

Lemgth of Time Reasons for Claim

Suspended Claim _rrylng Suspended Otter. In. tim

Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim off Books O4clsIona Are

Claims Ara Responsibility for Prior To Termination Beyond Rmlulred Revleved By

Jurisdiction T4H'mtnated Claim Termination (09.1_) (Years) (0go16) Three Years (09atT) Higher L_41I Staff (0g,19)

l_m 14exlop Ye Automated _ No

t_v York Yes &L.,C_L,FL > _2 N Yes

North Carol Ina Yes Autoemted ] No

OhIo Yes CS ] Yes

Oki abaton Yes CS 3 /40

Oredon yes Automated :5 Yet

Pennsy Ivetll Yes Automated } NO
Rhode Island Yes CS ] NO

South C41rOIlttll Yell AL Indef Inltely L Yes

South Oakotll Yes CS ] Yea

Tennessee YMI AIL I ndef In Ite Iy L Yes
Texas Y4m Autaemted ] C No

Utah Yes Ct. ] Yet

Verlont Yes Al. Indef Inltefy A Yes

Vlrqlnll Yes AS _ No
_>

I
_sh I tiglon Yes CS _ Yes

_" West ¥1rcllnla Yes CS Indefinitely S No

M! sco_s ! a Yet lbutmmted ] Yes

Vyc_ I ng Yet CS 4 L Yes

Virgin I l IIladl No]

KEY: FunctloMI Level: A - /_4meV Reasoml for Carrvl_t A" Au41t mwposes
C" Cltlms/CollectlCml Ul. lt L · Le_lel requlremlmtl

F m FrleM/lavastlgltlo. t Unit S · ShOrtage of stlff/rllourcas
C e Oontlnued pursuit of claim

Fi · No l_lflc Fesson

Far each of the above, OOde
vhefhar It Isis

L -, Lo_l/Ooun'ry

D" DlltrlCt/1R_lan

S m Stile

ITha first figure Is fQr frigid ¢lllet, the lecofid for nonfreud claims,

2The lea cItt_ of ties a suspm41e4 cilia Is carried varies across the state,

]There Is also no luapansloe M clellm,



TABLE A. 16

PROFESSIONALE:STIMATES OF THE EFFECTIVENESSOF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS BY STATE

Exlsten_ 04 Reasons Professional Estlut# of the Perc®nt_ of ,(910.O6)

a IkCklog of for the Claim Claim Referrals

Overlssulngll Bl<:klog of Identified Referrals that for Suspected Established

end Clairol to Overlssulnces Ovm-lssulmces Result Ia Freud thee Result Clairol for Nhlch Established Ctalml

be Procesled lad CIsles That Result In Estlbl Ished In Estebt Ilhed Some Col Ilctlcml ThBt Eventual ly

Jurlsdlctlofi (910o08) (QIO.O8) Claim Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Had® I_ Dellnqueat

A I abMm Yes S, L 50 50 TO 2_ 50

A I asks YIS I p DK OK 70 65 30

Ar I zone Yes S 60 90 ii TO TO

Arkansas Yes S, L OK OK 25 OK 60

Co Iorado Yes S, D 95 90 60 17 20

Connect I Cut Yes S, L IiX) 75 87 70 75

I)elsuare Yes S,L OK OK OK OK OK

Olstrlct of ColmBblll Yes P ],3 96 60 65 52

Fl_lde Yes S OK 76 OK DK _0

G4K_GI a Yes S OK 68 _ Z? OK

Gula ilo OK OK 90 OK 50

Haull I Yes S ,L OK 60 60 75 67
I deho No OK OK OK OK OK

I I I Inols No I00 I00 I0 25 70

_> Indiana Yes S,D OK OK OK OK OK
I

1_ Iomi Yes S OK OK 9_ 70 25

Kansas Yes S, L 50 90 95 70 80

K4mtucky Yes S, L,P 100 34 OK 70 50

Lou I s I ertl Yes L DK 99 95 75 OK

Maine Yes S OK OK 20 DK 15

Mary I and Yes S,D OK OK OK OK OK

Massachusetts Yes P 90 90 98 60 50

MIch Igan Yes N OK OK OK ?O OK

MI nnesota Yes S ,L 99 I O0 99 20 OK

Mississippi Yes $ OK 99 80 60 50

Missouri Yes S,P 100 I00 90 60 80
Moatena Yes I P OK IO0 IO 60 40

Nebraska Yes S OK OK OK OK OK

Nevada Yes S L 100 92 OK 70 34]

Ney HampshI re Yes P OK 60 60 _0 60

New Jersey Yes S 92 98 _5 66 7.3



TABLE A.16 (continued)

Exlstenol of Re41sofis Professional Estimates of the PerolH?age .of (910.00)

I BacklOg of tm' the Claim Claim Referrals

OverlssuemaNI Backlog of Identified Referrals that far Suspected Established
end Claims to OverlssuNees Overissuances Result In Fraud thst P_sult Claim for Wl_lch I_tmbl lehIKI Claims

be Processed arid Claim They Result In Estsbl Ishe41 In Establ Ished Some Col lectlont That Eventual ly

JurllKIictloa [910.08) ..... (QIO.08) Claim Reforrels Clallt Fraud CleliH /ira Heel Become Delinquent

New Mexico Yes S,L 100 100 83 40 40

New York Yes S I00 100 I I 15 90

North _rol Ina Yell N glC DK gl< DK OK

Oh Io YIKI S OK DK 75 80 60

Ok Ishame Yes $,D 98 _0 95 _,_ 70

Oregon Yes S OK OK 25 DK 2_

Penney I van I iii Yell R OK OK 12 I)K DK
Rhode IS 1411KI Yeti, P g'J 99 75 75 70

South Carol Ina Yes S,L,R 85 85 _0 83 _0

South Dakota Yes N DK 99 80 _K) 50

Tennessee Yeti S,L 4_ IO0 DK 100 OK

Texas llb OK OK DK OK OK

Utah Yes S ,R OK 96 _15 OK 80
Vermont No OK 100 90 40 OK

_> Virginia Yes S,L OK OK OK DK OK
t

L_ Wash I ngton Yes L ,P OK OK 87 70L_
West Virginia Yes S,L 86 _2 gl( OK 63

WI scons I n Y_I S ,L OK OK OK 7_ OK

#yom I fig Yes R 98 96 90 ]3 OK

Virgin Islands Yes N OK DK OK IX OK

KEY. Reasons faf' backlog. S · Shortllgl of staff/resources
L · Clelme Ire Ic_ priority

P - Prog41ml Il slow for freud eases

D - Lack et date processing rdlpebllltles

R e LIIItatl_dl_ eo recoupmtnt/.esk regulatloos

g "" NO IINcIfJ{ r_NtlOn given

OK · Informatlan not avellabl® at tim at I#fervlow,

IBacklog Is of SUepaK."!'ed fraud Md fram ctalms ely,



TABLE A. 17

ROUGH MEASURES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS

COLLECTION PROCESS, BY STATE, FY 1985

Cia ires Cia ires Cia ires
Established Collected Collected for

for Each $I00 for Each $100 for Each $100
of Issuance of Claims of Issuance
in Error Established in Error

Juri sdict ion (Dolla rs) (Dolla rs) (Dol la rs)

Alabama 9.55 44.70 4.27
Alaska 18.95 32.30 6.12
Arizona 11.38 39.80 4.53
Arkansas 14.50 48.50 7.03
California 19.15 32.01 6.13

Colorado 10.95 29.99 3.28
Connecticut 15.98 31.59 5.05
Delaware 22.10 28.79 6.36
District of Columbia 11.00 17.31 1.90

Florida 14.64 35.64 5.22

Georgia 12.87 45.84 5.90
Guam 15.62 68.75 10.74
Hawaii 73.07 22.02 16.09
Idaho 11.72 57.21 6.71
Illinois 16.13 10.79 1.74

Indiana 9.56 38.35 3.67
Iowa 17.79 58.90 10.48
Kansas 16.99 39.86 6.77

Kentucky 6.04 48.73 2.94
Louisiana 4.67 40.59 1.90

Maine 16.23 41.97 6.81

Maryland 28.29 12.95 3.66
Massachusetts 15.20 37.97 5.77

Michigan 10.86 25.76 2.80
Minnesota 7.81 15.88 1.24

Mississippi 17.03 17.46 2.97

Missouri 26.42 32.74 8.65
Montana 8.90 51.93 4.62

Nebraska 16.37 36.05 5.90
Nevada 47.40 55.53 26.32

New Hampshire 20.85 55.29 11.53
New Jersey 39.05 33.36 13.03

A-34



Table A.17 (continued)

Claims Claims Claims

Established Collected Collected for

for Each $100 for Each $100 for Each $100
of Issuance of Claims of Issuance
in Error Established in Error

Jurisdiction (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)

New Mexico 13.44 15.44 2.07
New York 8.58 28.94 2.48

North Carolina 16.98 59.06 10.03

North Dakota 17.34 52.08 9.03
Ohio 12.00 29.09 3,49

Oklahoma 7.08 44.15 3.12

Oregon 20.56 47.86 9.84
Pennsylvania 11.91 17.32 2.06
Rhode Island 12.81 14.60 1.87
South Carolina 11.84 63.18 7.48

South Dakota 20.53 58.21 11.95
Tennessee 17.82 35.52 6.33
Texas 12.54 43.39 5.44

Utah 18.90 41.16 7.78

Vermont 15.33 32.29 4.95

Virginia 13.37 54.41 7.28
Washington 23.40 22.93 5.36
West Virginia 8.27 48.37 4.00
Wisconsin 10.18 50.25 5.12

Wyoming 12.84 30.87 3.96
Virgin Islands 10.39 30.71 3.19

Median Value 14.64 37.97 5.36

SOURCE: FNS, State Tab!?s of Activit 7 t_ankir_p Plus (STAR+), April 1986.

A-35



APPENDIX B

CLAIMS COLLECTION CENSUS INSTRUMENT



ro !.l_l___f"LI I

CLAINS SYSTEN
STATE CENSUS INSTRUNENT

HODULE 1: AGENCY ORGANIZATION

This interview is divided into ten sections which focus on such issues as the

organization and administration of the claims process, the methods used in

monitoring overissuances and claims, and the policies and procedures for identifying

overissuances, establishing claims and collecting payments on claims.

I would like to begin by asking you about the organizational structure of your

state's claims process. Can you give me a brief overview of the organization of the

claims process within your state?

NOTES:

In organizing this discussion of the claims process, we have identified six steps or

stages. In order to be sure that we are (both/all) talking about the same things, I

would like to briefly summarize those stages for you.

The first stage we have identified is the claim referral process. We view this as

including the detection of the overissuance and the formal steps by which the claims

process is initiated.

The second stage of the process we have identified is the claim investigation. This

stage would include the calculation of the total amount of the overissuance, the

determination of the nature of the error (i.e., administrative error, inadvertent

household error, or intentional program violation), and investigation into the
circumstances of the error.

The third stage of the process is claim establishment. Claim establishment for
nonfraud claims would include the decision to collect on the claim and the process

by which the client is informed of that decision. For fraud claims, claim

establishment would include the decision to use prosecution, administrative fraud

hearings, disqualification consent agreements, or a waiver of hearing to confirm the

allegation of fraud and the process used in setting up the framework for collecting
on the claim.

The fourth stage of the claims process is the collection of payments on the claim.
This would include setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand letters,

and the procedures for tracking claim payments and recoupments.
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The fifth stage of the claims process is the follow-up activities used for

delinquent claims. This stage includes the identification of delinquent claims and

the use of alternative collection methods, such as wage garnishment or tax refund

intercepts.

The final stage of the claims process which we have identified is claim suspension

and termination. This stage includes the identification of claims which are

eligible for suspension and termination and the processes whereby those actions are
taken.

Are these stages clear to you and do they make sense as a framework for discussing

the claims process within your state?

EMPHASIZE THE NEED TO USE THE STAGES AS WE HAVE DEFINED THEM IN ORDER TO BE

CONSISTENT IN OUR DESCRIPTION OF STATE SYSTEMS.

NOTES:

STAGE 1: CLAIM REFERRAL

STAGE 2: CLAIM INVESTIGATIONS

STAGE 3: CLAIM ESTABLISHMENT

STAGE 4: COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

STAGE 5: FOLLOW-UP FOR DELINQUENT CLAIMS

STAGE 6: CLAIM SUSPENSION/TERMINATION
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1.00 For each of the stages of the claims process, where is responsiblity for the

day-to-day operation of that function? That is, at what organizational level

are the activities related to that stage carried out? (CIRCLE '1' FOR ALL
THAT APPLY.) PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FRAUD AND NONFRAUD.

NOTE: A REGIONAL OR DISTRICT OFFICE IS AN ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL BETWEEN THE
LOCAL AND STATE OFFICE.

REGICNAL
LOCAL OR

Fr_.o _ DY_XCT STATE STATE OTHER

OFFICEOFFICEOFFICE FSA _ (SPECIFY)

a. Claim referral?

1 1 1 I 1 __,:J [ __NONFRAUD t 1 1 1 1

b. Claim investigations?

bIIqFRALD 1 1 1 1 1

c. Establishment of the claim?

NONFRAID 1 1 1 1 1

d. Collection of claim

payments?

NONFRAUD 1 I 1 1 1

e. Follow-up activities on
delinquent claims?

NONMIALD 1 1 1 1 1

f. Claim suspension and
termination?

1 I 1 1 1 {_{J
NONFRAID 1 1 1 1 1

For those components of the claims process which are operated on the local agency
level, we would still like as much information as you have available. In answer-

ing questions on areas in which there is variation in the system across the

state, we will want to know what is done for the majority of the state caseload

and how the approach varies for the remainder of the caseload.
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1.01 Is any part of the claims process for Food Stamps integrated with the

claims processes of other assistance programs, such as AFDC, Medicaid, or
GA?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME STAFF UNIT HANDLES

CLAIMS FOR THE FSP AND THE OTHER PROGRAM(S).

YES ...................................... 1

NO ......... (GO TO MODULE 2) .............. 0

1.02 Which other programs are integrated with Food Stamps claims at the stage
of: (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

OTHER

AFDC MEDICAID GA (SPECIFY)

a. Claimreferrals? 1 I 1 ] I__1

b. Claiminvestigations? 1 I 1 I__l__l

c. Establishmentof claims? 1 1 1 J__l__t

d. Collection of claim

payments?

RECOUPMmNT 1' i 1 ] I__1

OTHERMETHODS 1 I 1 .1__1 I

e. Follow-up activities on

delinquentclaims? 1 1 1 I__1 l

f. Claim suspension and

termination? 1 1 1 J__l I

*IF FSP AND AFDC RECOUPMENT ARE INTEGRATED, ASK--How is recoupment for

Food Stamps and AFDC linked ? (PROBE: IS RECOUPMENT HANDLED BY THE SAME UNIT,

THE SAME STAFF, AND/OR THE SAME AUTOMATED SYSTEM?)

NOTES:
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NODULE 2: ADMINISTRATION CONTROL

There are a variety of ways that an agency can manage the claims process. We are

interested in the management methods used in your state. In answering these

questions, the focus should be on the most common approach used within your
state ·

2.00 Does your agency produce routine summary reports (other than the FNS-209)

which assess how well the claims system is working?

YES ...................................... 1

NO ........... (GO TO 2.02) ................ 0
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2.01 Do those summary reports include reports on activities at the various

stages of the claims process? That is, are there summary reports
concerning:

(IF YES, ASK) How frequently are those reports prepared? Who receives the

report? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPORTS?

YES NO FREQUENCY? WHO RECEIVES?

a. Claim referrals?

FRAUD 1 0.o.,_,_ , o H-I I-I-I i-H Hz
b. Claim investigations?

FRAUD 1 0,o,,,A_ , o I=lzt I-Jzt Izlzl tztz
c. Establishment of claims?

FRAUD 1 0,o.,_A._ , o t-lzl I-_-It-Jcllzk
d. Collection of claim payments?

.o.._,._"A'_ ,' o°H--t I----IH--tIzlz
e. Follow-up activities on

delinquent claims?
FRAUD 1 0,o,,_A._ , o H-_I H-I H-_I Iclz

f. Claim suspensions and
terminations?

FRAUD 1 0_o.,_ , o H-I I-Iq H-I I-Iz
CODES FOR FREQUENCY CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

1. LESS THAN MONTHLY OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):

2. MONTHLY 3. LOCAL

3. QUARTERLY 4. DISTRICT
4. SEMI-ANNUALLY 5. STATE

5. ANNUALLY

6. IRREGULAR CLAIMUNIT:
7. OTHER 6. LOCAL

7. DISTRICT

8. STATE

FRAUD UNIT:

9. LOCAL

I0. DISTRICT

11. STATE

16. OTHER

(SPECIFY) (SPECIFY)
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2.02 Are the relevant workers provided with training specifically related to
the claims process?

YES .................................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 2.05) ................... 0

2.03 Does this training in the claims process include:

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES NO YES NO

a. Trainingfornewhires? 1 0 1 0

b. Scheduled refresher training for

existingstaff? I 0 1 0

c. Retraining as needed (for example,

followinga rulechange)? 1 0 1 0

2.04 Where is the emphasis placed in the training? (PROBE: Is it in detecting

overissuances, fraud investigations, or techniques for following-up

delinquent claims?)

NOTES:

2.05 Are there written manuals available to the staff which provide detailed

information on the policies and procedures of the claims process?

YES .................................. 1

SO®e®®®®oe®oooeeoeooooeoooeooeoe®oo®e0

2.06 Do you have any time limits which control how long workers have to
complete the processing of cases?

YES .................................. 1

NO .... (GO TO MODULE 3) ............... 0
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2.07 Are there established time limits for:

(IF YES, ASK) What are those time limits? What percent of cases are you
able to process within those time limits?

TIME LIMITS?

YES NO NOTES: PERCENT

a. Making claim referrals?

F_UD 1 0 I I I {

NON_AUD 1 0 l__l,,,I {

b. Completing claim

investigations?

FRAUD 1 o I I I__l

NONFRAUD t 0 {I I__l

c. Establishing the
claims ?

F_UD 1 0 I I { {

NONFRAUD 1 0 tl t__1

d. Completing follow-up
activities on

delinquent claims?

FRAUD I 0 I { { {

NON_ZAUD 1 0 I__{{__{

e. Suspending the claim?

FRAUD I o I I {__}

NONFRAUD 1 0 {__{__}__{
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MODUI_ 3: CLAIMS MONITORING

Now I would like to talk with you about the processes and procedures that you

have for monitoring overissuances and claims. Again, the focus will be on the

most common approach if there is variation across the state.

3.00 Is any part of the claims process within your state automated?

YES .................................. 1

NO ........... (GO TO 3.09) ............ 0

3.01 Does the automated part of your claims process cover the entire state?

YES .......... (GO TO 3.03) ............ 1
NOe.ee.eee,eeeeeeeeeeeee.ee,eeeeeeee.O

3.02 What part of the state is covered by the automated component of the claims

process ?

PERCENT OF CASELOAD ............ [ ] t

PERCENTOFLOCALOmCES....... ] i l
NOTES:

3.03 Is the certification system in (your state/ that part of the state with an
automated claims process) also automated?

YES .................................. 1

NO ........... (GO TO 3.05) ............ 0
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3.04 Is the automated claims process integrated with the automated

certification system?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME DATA BASE IS USED FOR

BOTH THE CLAIMS AND CERTIFICATION PROCESSES.

YES ................................................. 1

NOeeeeeleeeeeeeeeel leeaeeeeeeeeeeeeee®eeeleeeeeee_eeO

3.05 Does your automated system calculate the amount of the overissuance?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES ..................................... 1 1

NO....(GO TO 3.07 IF "NO" FOR BOTH).....0 0

3.06 How far back does the automated system permit the overissuance to be
calculated ?

MONTHS.....................................IIII

3.07 Are the calculations and deductions for recoupment automated? Does the

system generate demand letters?

NOTE: WE ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH WHICH AUTOMATED SYSTEM DOES THESE

FUNCTIONS. (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

YES NO

RECOUPMENT:

FRAUD .................................... 1 0

NONFRAUD ................................. 1 0

DEMAND LETTERS:
FRAUD .................................... 1 0
NONFRAUD ................................. 1 0
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3.08 Do you maintain an automated history for the:

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES NO YES NO

a. Dates of actions taken on overissuances
and claims?

DATESOFALLACTIONS 1 0 1 0

DATEOF LATESTACTION 1 0 i 0

OTHER 1 0 1 0

(SPECIFY) 1__1__1 I I,.I
b. Dates of claim payments through recoupment? 1 0 I 0

c. Dates of other types of claim payments? 1 0 1 0

d. Dateof claimsuspension? 1 0 1 0

3.09 Do you have an established process (either manual or automated) for

tracking individual overissuances and claims?

YES ............................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 3.11) .............. 0
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3.10 Does your process for monitoring claims include the tracking of:

(IF YES, ASK) Is the tracking automated?

TRACKING ? AUTOMATED ?

YES NO YES NO

a. Computermatchhits? 1 0 1 0

b. Otherapparentoverissuances? 1 0 1 0

c. Claim referrals?
FRAUD 1 0 I 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

d. Claim investigations?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 t 0

e. Established claims?

FRAUD 1 0 1 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

f. Claimpayments?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 I 0

g. Suspended claims?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0

NONFRAUD 1 0 I 0

h. Individuals disqualified
becauseof fraudclaims? ! 0 I 0

3.11 Do you flag the files of households with overissuances or claims which

require actions by the agency? That is, is there a system for signaling
workers that a household case needs further attention?

NO .... (GO TO 3.13) ................... 0
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3.12 For which types of cases do you have flags?

(FOR EACH TYPE, ASK) Are the flags automated? Who is alerted by the

flags? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE.) Are the flags permanently

attached to the case; that is, are they carried on the records of

households that are no longer participating in the program so that the

flags are visible to staff if the household reapplies?

FLAGS?_? _?

YES NO YES NO WMO'SALERTED? YES NO

mAm_ 1 o 1 o _1_ _l_ 1 o
_aAm__s 1 0 1 o _J__J_ 1 o
_ wm_ aA_ ,_:_s 1 o , o _1_ _1_ , o

1 0 1 0 _J__J_ I 0CASES wnM Dm TN_ _AI_M

_ES wrm __ CLAIMS 1 0 1 0 __[__ __[__ I 0

omm , o I o _1__1_ 1 o
(smc_) I_[_[ roms_u__,_o's

OFFI_ (m_ClAIM uNrr):
3.
4. DIS'IM.ICT
5. STATE

(IAIM UNIT:
6. LOCAL
7. DIS_[ICr
8. STATE

FRAUD UNIT:

i0. DIS_KICT
11. STATE

16.

(S_'V_)

3.13 How do you identify applicant households which include members who have

been disqualified from the program because of a fraud claim?

NOTES:

3.14 Do you produce routine reports on the status of individual cases with
overissuances and claims?

YES .................................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 3.16) ................... 0
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3.15 Do these reports include status reports on individual cases with:

(IF YES, ASK) Is the preparation of these reports automated? Who receives

these reports? (MULTIPLE RESPONSES ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPORTS? AUTOMATED?

YES NO YES NO WHO RECEIVES?

a. Claim referrals?

1 0 1 0 I I II__lIF_UD

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0 I__l I I__1 I

b. Established claims?

FRAUD 1 0 1 0 l__[ , I I__l ]

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0 I__l__lI__} I

c. Delinquent claims?

F_uD 1 o 1 o I t tl .t I

NONPRAUD 1 0 1 0 I__l__l1__1I
CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):
3. LOCAL

4. DISTRICT

5. STATE

CLAIM UNIT:

6. LOCAL

7. DISTRICT

8. STATE

FRAUD UNIT:
9. LOCAL

10. DISTRICT

11. STATE

16. OTHER

(SPECIFY)

3.16 Do you have an established process for aging overissuances and claims,

that is, a process for sorting and reporting on overissuances and claims

by their ages?

YES ...................................... 1

NO ........... (GO TO MODULE 4) ............ 0
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3.17 Does your process for aging overissuances and claims involve keeping track

of the ages of:

(IF YES, ASK) What is the starting event? Is the aging automated?

NOTE: THE "STARTING EVENT" IS THE EVENT WHICH IS USED AS THE BASIS FOR
AGING.

AGING? STARTING AUTOMATED?

YES NO EVENT? YES NO

overissuances? 1 o 1,1_1 _ oa, Apparent

b. Claim referrals?

,_ 0 uz 0NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

c. Claim investigations?

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

d. Delinquent claims?

NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

e. Suspended claims?

,_ o u 0NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

CODES FOR EVENT

1. DETECTION

2. REFERRAL

3. ESTABLISHMENT

4. FAILURE TO PAY

5. SUSPENSION
6. OTHER

NOTE: IF THERE ARE ANY "OTHER" STARTING EVENTS DESCRIBE BELOW, INCLUDING

LETTER (a-e) INDICATING ITEM TRACKED.
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MODULE 5: CIAIM INVESTIGATIONS

Moving on to the stage of claim investigations, I would like to ask you about the

processes for the calculation of the overissuance amount, the determination of

the nature of the error, and any investigations into the circumstances of the

error, Would you briefly describe the process for investigating fraud and

nonfraud claims used in your state?

NOTES:

5.00 Who is generally responsible for the decision to refer an overissuance

case for fraud investigation? (CIRCLE ONE.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER .................................. 1

EW SUPERVISOR ....................................... 2

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL .................................. 6

DISTRICT ............................................ 7

STATE ............................................... 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .................................. 9

DISTRICT ........................................... 10
STATE .............................................. 11

OTHER .............................................. 16

(SPECIFY) ]__t__l

5.01 At what stage in the claims process is that decision typically made?

IN CONJUNCTION WITH CLAIM REFERRAL .................. 1

AS PART OF INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REFERRAL ......... 2

OTHER ............................................... 3

(SPECIFY) ,[ [__[

5.02 What percent of overissuances are referred for fraud investigations?

PERCENT....................................... III
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5.03 There are two broad categories of claim referrals: referrals for nonfraud

errors and referrals for suspected fraud. Does your state place more
emphasis upon the investigation and establishment of fraud claims than

upon the investigation and establishment of nonfraud claims? IF NO, PROBE
FOR WHETHER THE EMPHASIS IS THE OTHER WAY--NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD CLAIMS.

NO DIFFERENCE ................ (GO TO 5.05) ........... 1
FRAUD OVER NONFRAUD ................................. 2

NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD ................................. 3

5.04 Would you tell me about your state's emphasis for claim investigation and

establishment and the reasons behind those policies?

NOTES:

5.05 Who is generally responsible for investigating the circumstances of the

overissuances for nonfraud cases? For cases of suspected fraud? (CIRCLE
'1' FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ............ .....,1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.................. ! 1

DISTRICT...............1 1

STATE..................1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL..................1 1

DISTRICT...............1 1

STATE..................1 1

OTHER............................... 1 1

 sPEcIFY II__1 I I I

5.06 What is the policy for investigating how far back an overissuance
existed? PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FRAUD AND NONFRAUD CASES.

NOTES:
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5.07 Is the overissuance amount calculated for every case in which there is an

overissuance or do you dismiss some cases before doing the work-up?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ALWAYS CALCULATED..(GO TO 5.09 IF "1" FOR BOTH) .......... 1 1
NOT ALWAYS CALCULATED .................................... 0 0

5.08 When is the overissuance amount not calculated? PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BY

FRAUD AND NONFRAUD CASES AND BY ACTIVE AND INACTIVE CASES.

NOTES:

5.09 How far back do you go in calculating the amount of the overissuance?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

TWELVE MONTHS .................................. 1 1

FULL AMOUNT WITHIN SIX YEAR LIMIT..............2 2

OTHER.......................................... 3 3

(SPECIFY) ]__1[ I__t__l

5.10 How extensive is the investigation of the actual circumstances of the

household versus their reported circumstances? That is, does the

investigation include searching for other possible sources of error and/or
fraud in addition to that which has been discovered?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES ...................................................... 1 1

NO....................................................... 0 0

NOTES:
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5.11 Focusing on nonfraud cases, what steps or methods are typically used in
conducting an investigation of a nonfraud case?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS

USED, ASK:) How often is/are (METHOD) used? What (does its/do their) use

depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS? PERCENT
YES NO YES NO OF CASES

NOTES

CASEFILEREVIEW 1 o I 0 I t__[

IN-OFFICE INTERVIEW 1 0 1 0 [ [__[

.0MEVISIT t 0 1 0 I i .I

THIRD-PARTYCONTACTS 1 0 1 0 [ l__[

OTHER 1 0 1 0 I i t

(sPEcIFY) I__1I

5.12 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of the

claims referred for nonfraud errors will be most actively pursued

(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any

policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim referrals

to be processed?

YES ...................................................... 1

NO ................... (GO TO 5.17) ........................ 0

5.13 In setting up these priorities for nonfraud cases, what characteristics of
a case would increase the likelihood of that case being pursued

(INWESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL
ITEMS.) PROBE FOR ANY DISTINCTION BETWEEN PA AND NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES NO

AGE OF CLIENT ...................................... 1 0

PA HOUSEHOLD ................................ ....... 1 0

HOUSEHOLD ERROR .................................... 1 0

RECENT ERROR ....................................... 1 0

ACTIVE CASE ..................... ·.................. 1 0
LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT............................... 1 0
OTHER.............................................. 1 0

(SPECIFY) [ [ [
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5.14 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:

5.15 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a very

structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or is it a

more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING .................................... 1

GENERAL GUIDELINES .......... (GO TO 5.17) ............ 2

OTHER ....................... (GO TO 5.17) ............ 3

(srEcIFY) I__1__1

NOTES:

5.16 Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES ................................................. 1
$Oeell.leeeeeeeeeeeeeeee_eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeleleeleeO

5.17 At the conclusion of the investigation of nonfraud referrals, who general-

ly makes the decision that a claim should be established? (CIRCLE "1" FOR
ALL THAT APPLY.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER .................................. 1
EW SUPERVISOR ....................................... 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL .................................. 1

DISTRICT ..................... ,,,, ...... 1

STATE .................................. 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ............... ,,,, ......... ·...... 1
DISTRICT ................................ 1

STATE ................................... 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR .......................... 1
OTHER ............................................... 1

(SrEClrY) I__1I
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5.18 Now let's talk about cases of suspected fraud.

What steps or methods are typically used in conducting an investigation of

a case of suspected fraud?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS
USED, ASK:) How often is/are (METHOD) used? What (does its/do their) use

depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS? PERCENT

YES NO YES NO OF CASES

CASEFILEREVIEW 1 0 1 0 __1____

IN-OFFICEINTERVIEW 1 0 1 0

HOMEVISIT 1 0 1 0

THIRD-PARTYCONTACTS 1 0 1 0

INTERVIEWWITNESSES 1 0 1 0

FORENSICINVESTIGATION 1 0 1 0

OTHER 1 0 1 0 __1__

(SPECIFY) I I I

5.19 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of the

claims referred for suspected fraud will be most actively pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any

policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim referrals
to be processed?

YES .................. ,.............. 1

NO .... (GO TO 5.24) .................. 0
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5.20 In setting up these priorities for suspected fraud cases, what

characteristics of a case would increase the likelihood of that case being

pursued (INVESTIGATED) as suspected fraud prior to claim establishment?
(CIRCLE "1 OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.) PROBE WHETHER ANY EMPHASIS ON PA OVER
NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES NO

AGE OF CLIENT .................... 1 0

PA HOUSEHOLD ..................... 1 0

MORE RECENT ERROR ................ 1 0

PARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLD ............ 1 0

LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT ............. 1 0

QUALITY OF EVIDENCE .............. 1 0
REPEAT OFFENDER .................. 1 0

FLAGRANT VIOLATION ............... ! 0

OTHER ............................ 1 0

(SPECifY) I__l__l

5.21 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:

5.22 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a very

structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or is it a

more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING ..................... 1

GENERAL GUIDELINES ....(GO TO 5.24)...2

OTHER ................. (GO TO 5.24)...3

(SPECIE ) ,I I__l

NOTES:

5.23 Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES .................................. 1
$Oe..,,.,,,,,,.,,,oo.,..,,,,.,,.,,,..O
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5.24 Who is generally responsible for the decision to pursue a case of

suspected fraud as a fraud claim? That is, who determines that a

particular case merits the extra effort required to confirm the fraud

allegation?

(CIRCLE ONE. )

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ................... 1

EW SUPERVISOR ........................ 2

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................... 6

DISTRICT ................ 7

STATE ................... 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ................... 9

DISTRICT ............... 10

STATE .................. 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR .......... 12

OTHER ............................... 16

(SPECIFY) 1__1__1

5.25 What factors enter into that decision? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

AVAILABLE STAFF TIME ............. 1 0

STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE ............. 1 0

OT ER............................1 0

(SPECIFY) I__I[

5.26 How is a fraud referral handled after it has been decided not to pursue
that case as a fraud claim?

PROCESSED AS NONFRAUD CLAIM .......... 1

OTHER................................ 2

(SPECIFY) { { {
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MODULE 6: CLAIM ESTABLISHNENT

The next stage of the claims process to he discussed is claim establishment.

Would you give me a brief overview of the processes for establishing a claim?

NOTES:

6.00 For cases of suspected fraud, how would you rank the following claim
establishment methods in order of their frequency of use?

USED

YES NO RANKING

a. Fraudprosecution 1 0 I__].[

b. Administrative fraud

hearing 1 0 I I__1

c. Disqualification

consentagreement 1 0 I__1__1
4 I m

d. Waiverof hearing 1 0 ]__]__[

6.01 How are decisions made about which of these methods will be used to
establish a fraud claim?

NOTES:
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6.02 What are the important factors (characteristics of the cases and

characteristics of the system) in the decision? PROBE FOR ROLE OF
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE IN THE DECISION AND NATURE OF _NY AGREEMENT WITH THE

PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE.

NOTES:

6.03 Which cases are referred for prosecution and why? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR

ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

LAROERDOLLARAMOUNT.............1 o
REPEAT OFFENDER..................1 0
FLAGRANT VIOLATION ............... 1 0

O_ER ............................1 o

(SPECIFY) 1__1 {

NOTES:

6.04 Prior to the establishment of the fraud claim, how are the overissuances

due to suspected fraud handled?

NO ACTION TAKEN ...................... 1

OVERISSUANCE IN 12 MONTHS

PRIOR TO DISCOVERY

PROCESSED AS NONFRAUD .............. 2

OTHER ................................ 3

(SPECIFY) }__lI
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6.05 Earlier we talked about the decision to establish a claim for a nonfraud

referral and the decision to pursue a case of suspected fraud as a fraud

claim. Is there a process whereby management or staff at a higher level
review these decisions?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

YES .......................................................... 1 1

NO ....(GO TO 6.08 IF NO ("0") FOR BOTH NONFRAUD AND FRAUD)...0 0

6.06 Are ail decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or

is some other method used for selecting which decisions to review?

(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ALL ACTIONS ........................... 1 1

RANDOMSAMPLE.........................2 2
OTHER.................................3 3

(SPECIFY> I I__1 __1__1 I

6.07 Who is responsible for reviewing the decisions? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT

APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD
ELIGIBILITY WORKER........................ 1 1
EWSUPERVISOR............ .... ............. 1 1
CLAIMSUNIT: LOCAL........................ 1 1

DISTRICT..................... 1 1
STATE........................ 1 1

FRAUDUNIT: LOCAL......................... 1 1
DISTRICT...................... 1 1
STATE......................... 1 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ................ 1 1
OTHER..................................... 1 1

(SPECIFY) I f t 1 I__1

B-27



6.08 For nonfraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the household of the

claim (i.e., mailing the demand letter or arranging for the demand letter

to be mailed)? And for fraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the
household of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)

ELIGIBILITYWORKER..................1 ! 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL..................6 6 6

DISTRICT...............7 7 7

STATE..................8 8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL..................9 9 9

DISTRICT..............10 10 10

STATE.................11 11 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 12 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.............13 13 13

AUTOMATED SYSTEM...................15 15 15
o_ER.............................. _6 _6 16

(SPECIFY) ] I__l I__1I I__LI
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NODULE 7: COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

I would now like to talk with you about the policies and procedures for recover-

ing the claim once collection actions have been initiated. This stage of the

claims process--claim collections--includes setting up the claim for repayment,

the use of demand letters, and the use of recoupment. Would you briefly describe

the way your state's collection process works?

NOTES:

7.00 Who is generally responsible for making arrangements with the household on

the payment of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN_)

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)

ELIGIBILITYWORKER..................1 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL..................6 6 6

DISTRICT...............7 7 7

STATE..................8 8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL..................9 9 9

DISTRICT..............10 10 10

STATE.................11 I1 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 12 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.............13 13 13

PROBATION OFFICE...................14 14 14

OTHER .............................. 16 16 16

<SPECIFY) 1__1 I I__t__l I I I
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7.01 Who has responsibility for identifying households which fail to respond to
the initial demand letter? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER .................. 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL .................. 6 6

DISTRICT...............7 7

STATE..................8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL..................9 9

DISTRICT ..............10 10

STATE.................11 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 12 12

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE ............. 13 13

PROBATION OFFICE ................... 14 14
OTHER..............................16 16

(SPECIFY) .1__1 [ I [ I

7.02 What are the policies and procedures for handling cases where the

household does not respond to the initial demand letter? PROBE FOR
DIFFERENCES IN HANDLING OF IHE, IPV AND AE CLAIMS.

NOTES:

7.03 How frequently are follow-up demand letters mailed to households once the

claim is established? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NON-FRAUD NON-FRAUD

FRAUD (IHE) (AE)
MOmm_Y.........................1 i 1
NO FIXED SCHEDULE ............... 2 2 2

OTHER...........................3 3 3

(SPECIFY) ,1 1__1__1__[ [ [ [ [
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7.04 Is there some standard for how many letters are mailed if the household

does not respond?

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD (IHE) (AE)
YES...........................1 1 1

NO....(GO TO 7.06)............0 0 0

7.05 How many letters are mailed?

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD (IHE) (AE)

LETTERS................... I I I I I I I I I

NOTES:

7.06 Under what circumstances is the household's food stamp allotment reduced

through recoupment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NOT ROUTINELY USED ................... 1

AGENCY ERROR IF CLIENT CONSENTS ...... 1

HOUSEHOLD ERROR ...................... 1

FRAUD ................................ 1
OTHER ................ ·............... 1

(SPECIF_) ] I__1
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NODULE 8: FOLIR)W-UP FOR DELINQUgNT CLAIMS

I would now like to talk with you about the follow-up activities used by your
state for delinquent claims.

8.00 What methods (other than demand letters) are used to notify households of
delinquent claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD (IHE) (AE)

NONE................................ 1 I 1

MONTHLY BILLING (SEPARATE
FROMDEMANDLETTER)............... 1 1 1

PHONE CALLS ......................... 1 1 1
OTHER............................... 1 1 1

(SPECIF_) I__l__l__lI I I__lI

8.01 Which of the following alternative collection methods are used? How would

you rank the alternative collection methods used in order of their

frequency of use? Can you tell me the approximate number of cases for
which each collection method was used in FY 19857

USED? IF YES, ASK--
YES NO RANKING NUMBER

a. Tax refund intercept 1 0 [__[ { [ [__{__[, [__{____[

b. Wagegarnishment 1 0 { [ [ { ] .[__[, [ .{ __[

C. Property liens i 0 ]__] ] ] ]__[ [, [__1 {

d. Smallclaimscourt 1 0 [ ] ] [ [ ,{ ], { [__ ]

e. Privatecollectionagency 1 0 [__{ { { {__{__{, { {__ {

f, Credit bureau 1 0 [ { [ ] ] I I' I 1__ {

g. Othe_ 1 o I__l....I !__l__{__},I__l__ I

(SPECIFY) ] {__{

IF NO ALTERNATIVE METHODS USED, GO TO 8.08a.
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8.02 Who generally makes the decision to initiate alternative collection

actions against households which fail to make payments on their claims?
(CIRCLE "1 FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ................................. 1 1

EW SUPERVISOR ...................................... 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................................. 1 1

DISTRICT .............................. 1 1

STATE ................................. 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ................................. 1 1

DISTRICT .............................. 1 1

STATE ................................. 1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE .............................. ! 1

O ER.............................................. 1

(SPECIFY) I__1__1 I__1_1

8.03 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which cases

are pursued through the alternative collection methods?

YES .................................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 8.08a) .................. 0

8.04 In determining which cases are to be pursued through alternative

collection methods, what characteristics of a case increase the

probability of that case being selected? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL
ITEMS.)

YES NO

PA HOUSEHOLD .................... 1 0

FRAUD CLAIM ..................... 1 0
OLDER ERROR ..................... 1 0

OLDER CLAIM ..................... 1 0

LONG TERM DELINQUENCY ........... 1 0
INACTIVE HOUSEHOLD .............. 1 0

LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT............ 1 0
OTHER........................... 1 0

(SPECIFY) .l__l__l

8.05 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:
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8.06 How is the selection of cases carried out? IF NEEDED, PROBE--Is it a very

structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you have listed or is

it a more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING ..................... 1

GENERAL GUIDELINES..(GO TO 8.08a) ....2

OTHER ............... (GO TO 8.08a) .... 3

(SPECIFY) I t__l

8.07 Is this sorting of cases automated?

YES .................................. 1

NO ................................... 0

8.08a Who is responsible for monitoring the repayment of claims from households

when recoupment is used? That is, who is responsible for identifying

households with delinquent claim payments when recoupment is used as the
collection method? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL..................... 1 1

DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE..................... 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 !
DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE..................... 1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.................. 1 1

OTHER .................................. t l

(SPECIFY) I I__1 1__1__1
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8.08b Who is responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when lump sum
or installment methods are used? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 !

DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE ..................... 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 1

DISTRICT .................. 1 l
STATE ..................... 1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.................. 1 1
OTHER .................................. 1 1

(SPECIFY> I I 1__1 I__I

IF NO ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS USED, GO TO MODULE 9.

8.08c Who is responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when alterna-
tive collections methods are used? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 1
DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE..................... 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 !
DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE..................... 1 l

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.................. 1 1

OTHER .................................. 1 1

(SPECIFY) ] ] [__l__l ]
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MODULE 9: SUSPENSION/TERMINATION OF CLAIMS

Now, I would like to talk with you about how the agency reaches the decision that

it is no longer worthwhile to pursue an outstanding claim.

9.00 Who is generally responsible for identifying claims which should be
considered for suspension? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 1
DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE..................... 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 1

DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE..................... 1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.................. 1 1

AUTOMATED SYSTEM ....................... 1 1

OTHER..................................1 1

CSPEClFY) I__1 I t,.,l__l

9.01 Is there a review of delinquent claims to determine which ones should be

suspended?

YE Seeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee.eeee.eeeeoel

NO ....(GO TO 9.07) ................... 0

9.02 Would you describe this review process?

NOTES:

9.03 Is this review of delinquent claims automated?

YES .................................. 1

NO ................................... 0
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9.04 What percent of delinquent claims are reviewed and, of those claims

reviewed, what percent are suspended?

rERC_NTREVIEWED............ I I f t

rERC_NTSUSrENDED........... I I I I

9.05 How effective is this review process in reducing the backlog of delinquent
claims?

NOTES:

9.06 Are there claims which qualify for suspension but are not suspended? (IF

YES, ASK) Why are they not suspended?

YES .................................. 1

NO,,,***,***,,,,,,.ooo.,,,o,,*,,,,oooO

NOTES:
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9.07 Who is responsible for determining that a claim should be suspended?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 1 1
EW SUPERVISOR .......................... 2 2

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL .................... 6 6

DISTRICT................. 7 7

STATE ....................8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 9 9

DISTRICT ................. 10 10
STATE .................... 11 11

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE ................. 13 13
O ER................................. 16 16

csP c FY) J__l__l__l__l I

9.08 What is the process by which claims are suspended? What documentation is

required in order to suspend a claim?

NOTES:

9.09 Do you have a procedure for reactivating suspended claims?

YES .................................. 1

NO ....(GO TO 9.11) ................... 0

9.10 Would you describe that procedure?

NOTES:
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9.11 Are there established policies or procedures for determining when
suspended claims should be terminated?

YES .................................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 9.13) ................... 0

9.12 Would you describe those policies and procedures? PROBE FOR REASONS
BEHIND THE POLICIES.

NOTES:

9.13 Who is responsible for determining that a suspended claim should be

terminated? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 1 1

_ SUPERVISOR .......................... 2 2

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL .................... 6 6

DISTRICT ................. 7 7

STATE ....................8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .................... 9 9

DISTRICT ................ 10 10

STATE ................... 11 11
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE ................. 13 13

AUTOMATED SYSTEM ...................... 15 15

OTHER.................................16 16

(SPECIFY) J__tf [ I__1

9.14 What are the criteria for terminating a suspended claim? (CIRCLE "1" OR
"O" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

CLAIM SUSPENDED FOR 3 YEARS .................. 1 0

OT"ER........................................1 0

(sPBcIFY) t I I

B- 39



9.15 After claims have been suspended, do you ever keep them on the books for

more than three years?

YES ................................................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 9.18) .................................. 0

9.16 For how long do you generally retain suspended claims on the books?

I DEFINITELY....................................... 99
YE S......................................... Ill

9.17 What are the reasons for carrying the claims longer than the required
three years?

NOTES:

9.18 Earlier we talked about the decision to suspend a claim and the decision

to terminate a claim. Is there a process by which management or staff at

a higher level review those decisions? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0' FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

SUSPENDED:

FRAUD .................................... 1 0

NONFRAUD ................................. 1 0

TERMINATED:

FRAUD .................................... 1 0

NONFRAUD ................................. 1 0

IF ALL RESPONSES ARE "NO", GO TO MODULE 10.
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9.19 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used to select decisions to review?

ALL RANDOM

ACTIONS SAMPLE OTHER (SPECIFY)

SUSPENDED:

FRAUD 1 2 3 [__[ [

NONFRAUD 1 2 3 .[__l .., I

TERMINATED:

FRAUD 1 2 3 .[ [ I

NONFRAUD 1 2 3 I__l I

9.20 Who is responsible for reviewing those decisions? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH
COLUMN.)

SUSPENSIONS TERMINATIONS

FRAUD NONFRAUD FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITYWORKER............1 1 1 1

CLAIMSUNIT:LOCAL............6 6 6 6

DISTRICT.........7 7 7 7

STATE............8 8 8 8

FRAUDUNIT: LOCAL............9 9 9 9

DISTRICT........10 10 10 10

STATE...........11 11 11 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR...12 12 12 12

FINANCIALUNIT: STATE.......13 13 13 13

PROBATIONOFFICE.............14 14 14 14
OTHER........................ 16 16 16 16

(SPECIFY> I__l__l__l I [ I I I__1 I I
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MODULE 10: MAGNITUDE OF OVERISSUANCES AND CLAIMS

I would now like to ask you some questions about the magnitude of the

overissuances and claims problems that your claims system is addressing. If

possible, I would like information for FY 1985 in order to supplement the
information on your state's FNS-209 forms.

10.00 Do you maintain information on the number and value of overtssuances
identified and claim referrals received in FY 19857

YES .................................. 1

NO ...... (GO TO 10.06) ................ 0

10.01 How many overissuances were identified in FY 19857 What was the dollar
value of these overissuances?

OVERISSUANCES............. f I I l,..... I__t I I, I I I I

OOLI_VALUta.............. I I t t, t_l I l, I I I [

10.02 How many claim referrals were made in FY 19857 What was the value of
those referrals?

RmFmRRALS................. 1 I I I, I I I I, I I I I

DOLLA_VALUE..............1 I I 1, I I I I, I I I I

10.03 Of the claims referrals that were made in FY 1985, how many were
established as claims in FY 19857 What was the dollar value of these

claims?

ESTA_L_SHE_CLAIMS........ I.. t...1__1, I..l__l__l, I__1 I...I

DOLLAR VALUE .............. ] ] ] ],......... I I } ], [ , I__]__]

10.04 Of the total number of claims that were established in FY 1985, how many

had any collections made in FY 19857 What was the initial value of those
claims? How much was actually collected?

CLAim wI_ COLLEmONS...l f i__l,I_t_l_l, I_l_l_l

XNZTIALVALUEom¢LAIMS...I I I__1, t I I__1, I I__1__1

DOLLARSCOLLECTED......... I__l__l 1, t_l ,,,I I, l__l__l_l
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10.07 Many states have backlogs of cases to be processed at each stage of the

claims system. To help us get an idea of the time required to process

cases through the system, would you tell me the approximate number of days
required to complete:

a. The claim referral from the

date the overissuance was

identified FROM { {__{ { TO I {__{__{ DAYS

b. The establishment of a

nonfraud claim from the

date of referral FROM { { { { TO { I {__{ DAYS

c. The establishment of a

fraud claim from the

date of referral FROM { { { { TO I I__l__I DAYS

10.08 What do you see as the reasons for backlogs of overissuances and claims
which need to be processed? What has your state done to address this

problem?

NOTES:

10.09 Finally, I would like some general information about the characteristics

of your PA and NPA caseloads. What percentage of the active households in

your PA and NPA caseloads have active claims?

P_RCENTOFPACASELOAD........................{ { {

PERCENTOF_PACASSLO_.......................{ { I
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10.t0 What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads have

suspended claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD ........................ I I I

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD ....................... I [ I

10.11 What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads are

repaying claims through recoupment?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD ........................ [ I [

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD ....................... I I [

10.12 Finally, I would like a little information on the AFDC caseload if you
have it. What percentage of AFDC cases are repaying AFDC claims through

recoupment?

PERCENT.......................................Ill
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